Measuring the middle school concept: the status and effectiveness of middle school concept implementation in Illinois by Woods, Scott Christopher
  
 
 
 
 
 
MEASURING THE MIDDLE SCHOOL CONCEPT: 
THE STATUS AND EFFECTIVENESS OF MIDDLE SCHOOL CONCEPT 
IMPLEMENTATION IN ILLINOIS 
 
 
 
 
 
BY 
 
SCOTT CHRISTOPHER WOODS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DISSERTATION 
 
Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Doctor of Education in Educational Organization and Leadership 
with a concentration in Educational Administration and Leadership 
in the Graduate College of the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 2017 
 
 
 
 
Urbana, Illinois 
 
Doctoral Committee: 
 
 Professor Donald G. Hackmann, Chair 
 Professor Samuel K. Alexander 
 Associate Professor Jennifer Grace Cromley 
 Clinical Assistant Professor Linda Sloat 
 
 
  ii 
Abstract 
The status and effectiveness of middle school concept (MSC) implementation in Illinois 
is unknown. MSC is not new and has evolved over time. MSC represents specific practices of 
school organization and programming with implementation systems designed for the unique 
needs of young adolescents. Although there have been recent national studies looking at the level 
of implementation of various aspects of MSC, the role student demographics in schools plays in 
implementation practices as well as any relationship to academic achievement is a gap in the 
literature. Specifically in Illinois, it is unknown what the status of MSC implementation is or 
whether there is a relationship between a school’s demographics and rates of MSC 
implementation. At the same time, there is little evidence that correlates rates of MSC 
implementation to schoolwide academic performance outcomes. 
This quantitative study serves to identify MSC implementation in Illinois and MSC’s 
relationship between a school’s demographics and school academic performance data. This study 
surveyed 610 middle grades schools’ principals in Illinois to determine MSC implementation 
levels in Illinois, and 149 principals provided useable responses. A statistical analysis of that 
survey data was analyzed relative to available school demographic data and standardized 
academic performance outcomes. Rates of students qualifying for free and reduced-price lunch, 
school district operating expenditure per pupil, racial/ethnic composition of schools’ students, 
and standardized academic testing performance data were all considered as related to schools’ 
rates of implementing specific MSC practices of interdisciplinary teaming, common planning 
time, and advisory. 
This study found that Illinois’ implementation of MSC in middle grades schools is 
comparable to national data and that there are relationships between MSC implementation and 
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demographic and academic achievement. Schools implementing advisory programs were found 
to have significantly higher operating expenditures per pupil than schools not implementing 
advisory. Schools with higher percentages of Latino/a students were found to be more likely to 
have advisory programming in place. Implementation of teaming did show a statistically 
significant main effect on academic performance, but when factors of race/ethnicity and relative 
wealth of the school were considered the effect of teaming was no longer significant. 
Additionally, this study identified four generalizable types of school clusters related to MSC 
implementation: schools implementing advisory, teaming, advisory plus teaming, and schools 
implementing neither advisory nor teaming indicating that 86.8% of middle grades schools were 
utilizing some aspect of MSC, and 73.7% of middle grades schools were implementing teaming. 
The final chapter discusses the findings of this study and makes recommendations for 
educational practice, policy, and future research. 
 
 
  iv 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This work is dedicated to my family. 
 
I have been blessed to have a loving, caring wife who has spent the past twenty years 
encouraging me, supporting me, and pushing me to do what I want. I have been immensely 
fortunate to be a part of your family, and I cannot thank you enough for the time you gave to our 
family so that I could finish this work. Thanks, Dr. Caldwell; this is yours too! 
 
Abbie and Ellie, yes, I am now a doctor, but not that kind of doctor. I love you more than you 
will ever know, and I hope you two always follow your dreams. 
 
I have been blessed to have two wonderful parents who chose to take me into their lives, raised 
me to care about all the people around me, and always loved me regardless of my faults. Mom, 
thanks for always caring for me. Dad, you knew I was starting, and I wish you could have been 
here at the end. 
 
 
 
  v 
Acknowledgments 
 Wow, you were right; this was a lot of hard work! I could not have done this without 
your advice, encouragement, guidance, and willingness to push me further in my thinking and 
writing. You were my professor for my first doctoral class more than five years ago, and, on the 
first paper I submitted to you, I spelled my own name wrong. I was embarrassed. You chuckled 
and made sure I knew I needed to fix it. You continue to help me fix things, and I truly 
appreciate your patience, thoughtfulness, and mentorship. Thank you, Dr. Donald Hackmann. 
 I am also very grateful to the other members of my committee: Dr. Kern Alexander, Dr. 
Jennifer Cromley, and Dr. Linda Sloat. Your willingness to be part of team that guided and 
critiqued my work was invaluable. I appreciated the unique areas of expertise that each of you 
brought to the table, and the patience that you showed as you listened to me develop my thoughts 
and ideas. I also want to acknowledge the many, many courses that I had with Dr. Sloat and Dr. 
Alexander. Both of you have shaped me as a school leader and school researcher through your 
instruction. 
 I was truly fortunate to have you walk into my school one day 3 years ago to discuss your 
research. You immediately were interested in me, my school, and my research ideas. You 
volunteered to help me and gave an immense amount of time to me. Many other faculty would 
have seen my lack of stats knowledge and turned me away, but you were willing to meet with me 
weekly, never denigrating my skills, and persistently encouraging me to do more than I thought I 
was capable of. Your thoughtfulness and easy way of explaining things may be the ultimate 
reason why this study was completed. Thank you, Dr. Cromley. 
 
  vi 
Table of Contents 
 
Chapter One Introduction --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1 
 
Chapter Two Review of the Literature ----------------------------------------------------------------- 14 
 
Chapter Three Methodology ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 61 
 
Chapter Four Results -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 76 
 
Chapter Five Summary, Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations ------------------ 101 
 
References -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 129 
 
Appendix A Data Collection Matrix ........................................................................................144 
 
Appendix B MSC Implementation Matrix ..............................................................................145 
 
Appendix C Middle School Concept Implementation Survey ...............................................154 
 
Appendix D IRB Approval ........................................................................................................177 
 
Appendix E Solicitation Emails and Consent ..........................................................................181 
 
Appendix F Compilation of Respondent School Demographic Data,  
MSC Implementation Scores, and MSC Clusters ...................................................................189 
 
Appendix G Illinois’ School to Watch (StW) Schools Compared to State  ..........................194 
 
 
  1 
Chapter One 
Introduction 
The terms “middle school,” “junior high,” and “middle level school” carry with them 
implicit ideas about school organizational structure and purpose that frequently are based on 
one’s own experiences as an adolescent student, teacher, or parent. These terms suggest an 
organizational arrangement, system of grade span, and/or a philosophy of educating young 
adolescents. Ultimately, however, practitioners often use these terms interchangeably, and the 
terms provide few insights into the purpose and function of a given school. Even within schools 
of the same title/type (e.g., all “middle schools”), there is a broad range of difference among 
institutions that educate this age level, arguably more difference than organizational structures at 
elementary or high school counterparts. Likewise, the title of the school does little to indicate 
what teaching and learning activities occur in these schools. 
The organizational structures of schools that support the education of emerging 
adolescents vary greatly, and these structures have evolved over time. Currently, the most 
common grouping of young adolescents in schools follows a grades 6-8 model, which is vastly 
different than past 7-9 models that were dominant from the 1940s through the 1970s (Lounsbury, 
2013). According to the National Center for Education Statistics (Snyder, De Brey, & Dillow, 
2016, p. 69), there was a 462% increase in middle schools from 1970 to 2000, and from 2000 to 
2010 middle schools increased by 8% to a total of about 13,000 middle schools. Concurrently, as 
schools have experienced a shift in grade configurations, there has been considerable change in 
understanding students at this developmental age level, and organizational and programmatic 
features have evolved to support the perceived needs of young adolescent students (Eichhorn, 
1966; Lounsbury, 2013; Tanner, 1962). These organizational and programmatic structures 
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together comprise what is commonly termed the middle school concept (MSC; Lounsbury, 2013; 
Roney, Anfara, & Brown, 2008). 
Here, MSC represents specific practices of school organization and programming with 
implementation systems designed for the unique needs of young adolescents. In particular, this 
study focused on interdisciplinary teaming with common planning time (CPT) and advisory 
programing that typically are unique to middle schools. Although recent national studies have 
examined the level of implementation of MSC (McEwin & Greene, 2010, 2011), the role 
demographics of students and schools play in implementation practices has not been fully 
examined in the empirical research. In Illinois, it is unknown what the status of MSC 
implementation is and whether there is a relationship between a school’s demographics—rates of 
student qualification for federal free and reduced-price lunch and representation of minority 
race/ethnicity students within the school population—and rates of MSC implementation. If a key 
reason to implement MSC is because the organizational and programmatic practices better meet 
the needs of young adolescents (Association for Middle Level Education [AMLE], 2012; Roney 
et al., 2008), then it is important to know to what extent these practices are implemented. 
Likewise, if MSC practices are more effective in promoting learning for young adolescents, it is 
important to consider whether all students, regardless of race or family income status, have 
access to this programming. This study sought to identify levels of MSC implementation in 
Illinois and to consider the relationship between a school’s demographics and academic 
performance related to levels of MSC implementation. 
Middle School Concept 
 The history of middle level education as an institutional entity has evolved with modern 
U.S. education. As early as 1910, schools existed with 6-8 and 7-9 grade spans; however, these 
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schools were structured generally as literal junior versions of the traditional high school, even 
though some early advocates of separate middle level schools intended for these schools to serve 
the specific needs of early adolescents (Briggs, 1920; Koos, 1920; Lounsbury, 2013). By the 
mid-1940s separate junior high schools following the 7-9 model were the principal pattern in the 
U.S. (Lounsbury, 2013), and, in 1947, Gruhn and Douglass wrote their influential text 
advocating for separate practices for middle grades students. The term middle school was first 
used in a speech by William Alexander in 1963 (David, 1998), and by the mid-1960s the middle 
school movement was underway as evidenced by texts advocating for the “new” middle school 
(Alexander et al., 1968; Eichhorn, 1966). Middle schools, similar to junior highs, could not be 
defined solely by their names. What emerged from the middle school movement was a typology 
of practices known as MSC. 
Schools implementing MSC provide organizational and programmatic structures that are 
intentionally designed to meet the cognitive, social, physical, and emotional needs of young 
adolescents. Specific to MSC, and generally unique to middle level schools in that these 
practices are much less common at elementary and high school levels, are key systems of support 
that include advisory programming or other affective support structures, grouping of students 
onto interdisciplinary teams of teachers, and providing teachers on an interdisciplinary team with 
CPT (Flowers & Mertens, 2013; Galassi, Gulledge, & Cox, 1998). Although these affective 
supports are designed to meet the emotional needs of young adolescents, there is an underlying 
purpose of meeting student needs in order to better enable academic achievement (Jackson & 
Davis, 2000; Russell, 1997). These three characteristics are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 
Two and serve as the focus for the questionnaire created for this study. Foremost, a school 
implementing MSC practices should serve emerging and young adolescents, and the school 
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focuses only on these age-level students by providing developmentally appropriate, 
institutionalized structures of support.  
Previous Survey Research 
 Since the inception of the MSC, researchers have quantified programmatic 
implementation of MSC throughout the United States through broad, survey-based research. 
Two major strands of survey research exist. The first strand explored MSC solely in terms of 
organization. This strand, which included five studies beginning with the work of Alexander 
(1968) and most recently by McEwin and Greene (2011), provides a national, longitudinal 
picture of MSC. Each of the five studies included authorship by either Alexander and/or 
McEwin, creating a level of continuity across the studies (Alexander, 1968; Alexander & 
McEwin, 1989; McEwin, Dickinson, & Jenkins, 1996, 2003; McEwin & Greene, 2011). The 
second strand of survey research looked at MSC through both organizational and leadership 
lenses. This series, sponsored by the National Association of Secondary School Principals, was 
conducted three times from 1981 to 2002 and included both quantitative and qualitative data sets 
in looking at MSC implementation. Authorship of all three studies included Valentine and Clark, 
again providing continuity across the studies (Valentine, Clark, Hackmann, & Petzko, 2002, 
2004; Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, & Melton, 1993; Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, & Keefe, 
1981). 
 Historical survey research provides insight into the patterns and trends of MSC 
implementation nationally, but data were not disaggregated in a way that identified state or other 
local issues that may affect individual school organization and leadership patterns. One study 
(McEwin & Greene, 2011) considered the outcome of academic performance as part of the data 
set. Yet, no emphasis was placed on considerations of access to MSC programming for 
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racial/ethnic minority students or students from low-income households or communities. The 
previous survey research provides a background and context in which to place current MSC 
implementation data specific to Illinois. The statewide survey of middle grades principals 
conducted as part of this study provides specific data from Illinois regarding MSC 
implementation and is partnered with specific school demographic and academic performance 
data. 
School Performance and the Illinois Context 
 With the 1983 publication of A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in 
Education [NCEE]), the framing of school reform as a solution for perceived school failure 
began. This call for reform was based on fundamentally flawed data that indicated that U.S. 
students were falling behind international peers from other industrialized nations based on an 
overall decline in average SAT scores. Even though White, Latino/a, and African American 
students as individual subgroups were showing gains in average scores, the overall average was 
declining because of the achievement gap existing between Whites and their Latino/a and 
African American peers. This “Simpson’s Paradox” of statistics, in which the average of the 
whole group does not represent the average of the individual subgroups, helped to structure a 
narrative of school failure. Instead of identifying that the racial achievement gap may be a 
product of underfunded poor and minority schools, or a result of more problematic societal 
issues, the narrative of schools as the source of failure has taken hold. Since 1983 this narrative 
has persisted through federal policies such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2003), Race to the 
Top (RttT, 2013), and most recently the Every Student Succeeds Act (S. Res. 1177, 2015). 
 At the same time that A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983) influenced the rise of 
accountability-based policies, educators in many school districts were embracing and 
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implementing the middle school philosophy. Middle grades schools were rapidly shifting away 
from the junior high concept and evolving into middle schools that implemented all or some 
aspects of MSC as evidenced by findings of McEwin and colleagues (2003) who found an 
increase in specific MSC practices over the 20 years following A Nation at Risk. MSC as a type 
of reform, however, has not been considered adequately as a restructuring initiative that can or 
has closed this achievement gap between White students and their African American or Latino/a 
peers. This study considered the role of MSC within the context of the narrative of school failure 
in terms of promoting increased academic achievement for all students and in terms of levels of 
access for students who historically have had less access to “higher performing” schools. 
Likewise, perhaps it is possible that MSC implementation has no association with school 
performance. Perhaps there is no relationship between MSC implementation and considerations 
of programming access for racial/ethnic minorities or students from low-income households or 
communities. 
 In order to inform policy in the NCLB-RttT-Every Student Succeeds Act era and to 
advocate for an effective middle school model, it is necessary to consider student achievement 
and access to effective schooling models (Jackson & Davis, 2000). Illinois is a diverse, populous 
state with vast differences in school organization across school districts, and the influence of 
federal policies have already shown a negative effect on some districts’ implementation of MSC 
(Scalia, 2011). Illinois’ diversity, in terms of organization, student demographics, resource 
allocation, and geography (rural, suburban, small-urban, and urban) makes Illinois a good state 
to study, particularly around ideas of school organization. Arguably, Illinois is reflective of 
national demographic patterns (Kolko, 2016). These demographic patterns of the Illinois public 
school population are similar to national averages in terms of race, eligibility for free and 
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reduced-price lunch, and per pupil spending (Table 1). The diversity of Illinois schools may yield 
a broad set of responses that can inform policy conversation around the narrative of school 
failure (and success) as well as to provide insight into overall middle grades programming. 
Table 1 
Comparison of Illinois Public School Demographic Indicators to National Demographic 
Indicators 
 
Demographic indicators Illinois United States 
Percentage of public school population by 
racial/ethnic groupa 
Asian: 5 
Black: 18 
Latino: 25 
Multiracial: 3 
White: 49 
Asian: 6 
Black: 15 
Latino: 29 
Multiracial: 4 
White: 50 
 
Percentage of public school population 
eligible for free or reduced-price lunchb 
 
46.7 48.1 
Average public school per pupil 
expenditurec 
$13,077 $11,009 
aData for Illinois from IIRC (Illinois Interactive Report Card, n.d.). Data for U.S. from Kena and 
colleagues (2016, p. 88).  
bFrom National Center for Educational Statistics (2012). cFrom U.S. Census Bureau (2016, p. 8). 
 
 The primary measure of school performance used in Illinois middle grades schools is the 
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers Test (PARCC, 
http://www.parcconline.org/). In Illinois, PARCC was administered first in Spring 2015, and all 
students in grades 3-8 are tested annually in mathematics and English-Language Arts/literacy. 
All schools receive a score in both subject areas and composite score. The composite score is a 
combination of the mathematics and English-Language Arts/literacy scores. Eight states and the 
District of Columbia administered PARCC during the 2015-2016 school year. The PARCC score 
used throughout this study is the composite score percentage of students in a given setting or 
student group scoring at meets (4 out of 5) or exceeds (5 out of 5), unless otherwise stated. 
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Statement of the Problem 
The status of MSC implementation in Illinois public middle-level schools is unknown. 
MSC is not new and has evolved over time, representing specific practices of school 
organization and programming with implementation systems designed for the unique needs of 
young adolescents. Although research indicating that schools implementing MSC practices may 
have better academic outcomes than schools not implementing MSC practices (McEwin & 
Greene, 2011), this previous research has not taken into consideration important economic and 
demographic information of students and schools. Specifically, in Illinois, it is unknown whether 
there is a relationship between a school’s demographics—rates of student qualification for 
federal free and reduced-price lunch and representation of diverse students within the school 
population—and rates of MSC implementation. At the same time, it is unclear whether MSC 
implementation rates have or have not influenced school academic performance on standardized 
achievement tests. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purposes of this study were to identify the rates of implementation of MSC practices 
in Illinois and consider whether there is a relationship between schools’ MSC implementation, 
school demographics, and school academic achievement. This study identified the rates of MSC 
implementation through a statewide survey of MSC implementation as self-reported by middle 
level school principals, and, based on the survey data, respondent schools were categorized 
according to levels of MSC implementation. Next, the study examined two separate school 
demographic categories—relative wealth as measured by rates of student qualification for federal 
free and reduced-price lunch as well as school district operating expenditures and the racial 
composition of the school’s students—to determine whether or not there is a relationship 
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between levels of MSC implementation and either of these demographic categories. Then these 
data were considered in relation to available student academic performance data.  
This study included public schools from across the state that served students of any grade 
levels ranging only from 5-9 that included at least two consecutive grade levels and included 
grade 7, which was consistent with the definition of middle level schools used in previous 
research (Valentine et al., 2002). This study provides insights in four key areas. First, the study 
provides a snapshot of the organizational and programmatic practices in use in Illinois’ middle 
level schools. Second, this study identifies whether or not students have access to schools that 
implement MSC practices based on specific demographic indicators. Third, this study considers 
the role of MSC and its relationship to school academic performance outcomes. Fourth, this 
study considers the interplay of demographic indicators, academic performance, and MSC 
implementation. 
Research Questions 
This study addressed the following research questions: 
1. What is the current level of MSC implementation in Illinois? 
2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between schools’ relative wealth and levels 
of MSC implementation in Illinois’ schools? 
3. Is there a statistically significant relationship between a school’s student racial/ethnic 
composition, as an aggregate and according to specific racial/ethnic groups, and levels of 
MSC implementation? 
4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between a school’s academic achievement 
levels, based on state mandated standardized tests, and levels of MSC implementation in 
Illinois’ schools? 
5. Is there a statistically significant relationship between a school’s academic achievement 
level, based on state mandated standardized tests and demographics (race/ethnicity, rates 
of free and reduced-price lunch, or operating expenditure per pupil), when using levels of 
MSC implementation in Illinois’ schools as a mediator variable? 
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Researcher’s Statement 
 I currently serve as a school administrator who has spent the majority of my teaching and 
administrative career in large, middle grades schools in Illinois public school districts that serve 
diverse student populations, both racially/ethnically and economically. My interest in studying 
this topic is grounded in a sincere desire to understand the organizational and programmatic 
structures of the MSC, whether students have access to MSC structures, and whether MSC 
implementation provides a significant academic benefit to students. I have experienced 
implementation, growth, and dismantling of MSC practices that have been influenced by various 
local, state, and federal policies and initiatives. For me, understanding the status of middle level 
schools in Illinois and the demographic implications of MSC implementation is significant and is 
influenced by my professional experiences in middle grades school settings. 
Assumptions of the Study 
 This investigation assumes that an adequate number of middle-level public school 
principals responded to the initial survey to yield sufficient data for making broader assumptions 
about MSC implementation in Illinois. This study assumed that all respondents completed the 
survey carefully and had some knowledge of common MSC practices. Some explanation of 
concepts occurred through the survey, but familiarity with these concepts was assumed. This 
study assumed that data collected by the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) related to 
student demographics and academic performance was accurate. This study also assumed that 
standardized testing data provided by ISBE was accurate and that the specific assessment was 
valid. 
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Limitations of the Study 
 The limitations of this study are described as follows. The population of this study was 
limited to individuals serving as principals of public middle level schools in Illinois at the time 
the survey was conducted, and these principals may not have been serving as principals in the 
same schools at the time demographic and academic achievement data were collected. 
Respondent data were limited to self-reported perceptions of the schools in which the principals 
served at the time data were collected. Thus, there was a possibility that respondents did not 
accurately report their levels of MSC implementation, either intentionally or because they were 
not fully aware of the MSC and MSC’s associated practices. Demographic data for this study 
were limited to the data publicly available through ISBE and its affiliates at the time the 
questionnaire was administered, and it was assumed these data were accurately being reported to 
ISBE. Additionally, the use of operating expenditure per pupil (OEPP) as a data point in this 
study captures the relative wealth of a community and does not establish the variability in 
funding across a given district (e.g., spending more or less money at the elementary and high 
school levels compared to middle level) or the variability that may occur due to a district type 
(e.g. a K-8 district compared to a K-12 or 9-12 district). 
Delimitations 
 The delimitations of this study are described as follows. This study sample did not 
include private middle level schools or other private schools in the state of Illinois serving young 
adolescents, because demographic data relating to these schools were not readily and publicly 
available. This study sample excluded school sites or districts that served only students with 
disabilities. This study sample excluded K-8 model schools in order to be consistent with 
previous data collection models (Valentine et al., 2002), and because K-8 schools have not been 
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considered by researchers to be middle grades schools (McEwin et al., 2003). In Illinois, K-8 
schools represented a substantial percentage of schools serving young adolescents because 
Chicago Public Schools (CPS), Illinois’ largest school district and the nation’s third-largest 
school district, is structured primarily around a K-8 model. 
Definition of Terms 
 The following working definitions are provided for this study. 
Junior high school: a broad term that applies to many middle grades or middle level 
schools. The term was primarily used to describe the former 7-9 grade organization of schools 
between elementary and high school (Lounsbury, 2013). 
Middle grades school or middle level school: any school serving young adolescents that 
spans at least two consecutive grade-years between fifth and ninth grade but includes seventh 
grade. This definition is based on earlier survey research that identified that the vast majority of 
schools serving young adolescents fit within this definition (McEwin & Greene, 2011; Valentine 
et al., 2002). Middle grades schools focus specially on young adolescents and do not house 
students from grades K-4 or 10-12. “Middle grades schools” is a term used to avoid confusion 
between “middle school” and “junior high” and simply refers to schools serving young 
adolescents. 
Middle school: a common, broad term that applies to many middle grades schools. The 
term came into use in order to distinguish the schools from junior high schools. Historically the 
term implied having organizational and programmatic structures specific to the middle school 
concept. This text generally will refer to schools implementing MSC or more generally, middle 
grades or middle level schools to indicate that the school serves young adolescents. 
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Middle School Concept: organizational and programmatic structures implemented 
specifically to address the needs of young adolescents. Sometimes MSC is referenced as “middle 
level concept” (Valentine et al., 2002). Schools implementing MSC typically include structures 
such as interdisciplinary teaming, advisory and counseling programs, and common team 
planning time for teachers. 
Middle school movement: the broad shift away from a K-6, 7-9, 10-12 school grades 
structure to a K-5, 6-8, 9-12 school grades structure. At the same time, the middle school 
movement also refers to the implementation of MSC in the newer, typically 6-8 structure 
(Andrews, 2013; Lounsbury, 2013). 
Summary 
 This chapter introduced MSC and the need to investigate what MSC looks like in Illinois. 
However, this study did not simply consider a description of MSC implementation in Illinois but 
considered the varied demographic factors that may have a relationship to MSC implementation 
as well as academic outcomes. Currently, the literature related to MSC does not describe 
adequately these relationships. Chapter Two considers the existing literature related to MSC and 
previous survey studies about MSC implementation in order to establish a framework for the 
study. Chapter Three provides a description of the study and methodology for looking at MSC 
implementation in Illinois and relationships between school demographics and academic 
performance. Chapter Four discusses the findings of the survey data and statistical tests. Chapter 
Five discusses the conclusions from and implications of this study and provides suggestions for 
future research. 
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Chapter Two 
Review of the Literature 
Among the estimated 15,000 middle level schools in the United States, there are vastly 
different patterns for organizing and educating students in middle grades settings (Lounsbury, 
2013). The terms used to define these middle level schools—“middle school” and “junior 
high”—carry implicit ideas about middle level school organizational structure and purposes, 
frequently based on one’s own experiences as an adolescent student, teacher, or parent. To some 
the terms suggest an organizational structure, systems of grade span, and/or a philosophy of 
educating young adolescents. Ultimately, the terms are used interchangeably, yet tell us little 
about the purpose and function of a given school. Middle schools that implement the middle 
school concept (MSC), however, are unique with distinctly different and identifiable 
organizational characteristics that include a particular grade span configuration, interdisciplinary 
teaming with CPT, and supportive, advisory structures (National Middle School Association 
[NMSA], 2010). 
This literature review explores and provides general context of the MSC and key 
components of MSC. This review establishes that MSC is a distinct type of developmentally 
responsive schooling designed around the unique needs of young adolescents that has evolved 
over time. Within the MSC are specific indicators of implementation of programmatic and 
organizational qualities such as typical grade configurations, interdisciplinary curricular teams, 
CPT among teams of teachers sharing mutual sets of students, and strong systems of support for 
students through advising programs. Each of these indicators serves as an important component 
when measuring the status of MSC in the state of Illinois. 
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After establishing the background of MSC, the review turns to quantitative measurements 
of MSC that provide another lens for viewing the middle school movement. In particular, there 
are two sets of national studies spanning from the 1960s to the 2010s. One set of studies began in 
1968 and has had four subsequent follow-up studies (Alexander, 1968; Alexander & McEwin, 
1989; McEwin et al., 1996; 2003; McEwin & Greene, 2011). The second set of studies occurred 
three times over a period of two decades from 1981 to 2002 (Valentine et al., 1981; Valentine et 
al., 1993; Valentine et al., 2002; 2004). These studies, when viewed as a whole, inform this 
research in two ways. First, the studies provide foundational data to inform the context of the 
current status of MSC in Illinois by placing it into a national, historical framework. Second, the 
studies provide a basis of previously conducted survey research on MSC with validated protocols 
from which to draw for a statewide study of Illinois. That is, these two sets of studies provide a 
potential template for this research on MSC in Illinois. 
Lastly, this review considers the role of academic achievement in, and access to, MSC for 
students as viewed through the theoretical lens of folk belief theory (Torff, 2014). The purpose 
of this discussion is to provide a rationale for why race and class should be considered when 
analyzing this organizational and programmatic framework. Illinois presents a particularly 
unique state for considering issues of race and class because of the diversity of the schools in 
Illinois in terms of race, class, and distribution of resources. Folk belief theory would predict that 
students in less advantaged, higher minority schools would have lower access to schools 
implementing MSC. 
Middle School Concept 
The literature on middle level schools discusses aspects of schooling that are effective 
and developmentally appropriate for young adolescents (Balfanz, Herzog, & Mac Iver, 2007; 
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McEwin & Greene, 2010). A picture emerges of effective schools that are developmentally 
responsive to the unique needs of young adolescents: schools that foster a sense of smallness, 
community, and attention to the affective while maintaining the need for a strong academic 
program (AMLE, 2012). At the same time, some scholars, who are increasingly advocating for 
moving away from a middle school toward a K-8 grade span, look at the specific grade-level 
configurations to consider effectiveness and do not consider the explicit within-school structures 
such as teaming and advisory (Bedard & Do, 2005; Schwartz, Stiefel, & Rubenstein, 2011; 
Weiss & Kipnes, 2006). When considering what occurs within classrooms and schools, there is 
evidence that the K-8 grade span does not have significantly better cognitive outcomes than 
middle schools (Carolan, Weiss, & Matthews, 2015). The within-school structures are what 
differentiate the 15,000 U.S. middle level schools serving young adolescents, not just the grade 
span. 
To educate young adolescents effectively requires a comprehensive approach and 
practices that are supportive to all learners regardless of age (NMSA, 2010). However, two key 
ideas exist within the middle school concept that are unique to middle schools and its particular 
within-school organizational and curricular structures—an advisory program and 
interdisciplinary teaming with CPT (George & Alexander, 2003; McEwin & Greene, 2010; 
Research & Resources, 2010). 
Advisory. Advisory is a distinctive practice of middle schools; although similar systems 
may be in place at some elementary and high schools, advisory is most wide-spread in the 
middle grades, and advisory appears to be implemented with greater frequency in more 
successful middle grades schools (George & Oldaker, 1985; McEwin & Greene, 2010). For 
purposes of this study, advisory is an organizational structure that enables an adult advisor to 
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work with a small group of students on a regular basis (Cole, 1992; Shulkind & Foote, 2009). 
Advisory programs are common but not prevalent in middle schools. Valentine and colleagues 
(2002) found that 57% of their national sample was fully or partially implementing advisory, and 
that 79% of responding principals believed advisory to be very or somewhat important. 
However, advisory appears to be more prevalent in more “successful” middle schools. In 1985, 
93% of “exemplary” middle schools studied included an advisory program (George & Oldaker), 
but a 2010 study of “Highly Successful Middle Schools” (HSMS) showed that only 65% of the 
schools studied included an advisory program (McEwin & Greene). McEwin and Greene also 
noted that implementation of advisory programs was higher in HSMS (65%) when compared to 
middle level schools from a random sample (53%). From this same data set, McEwin and Greene 
found that the number of schools allocating time five days per week to advisory programming 
was decreasing; although schools allocating at least 15 minutes per day was increasing. Overall, 
HSMS are more likely to have an advisory program and also to meet with greater frequency for a 
longer period of time, and it was recommended that student advisory programs should be a “high 
priority component of all middle level programs and schools” (McEwin & Greene, p. 56). 
Considering the existence of advisory as a metric of MSC implementation is a valuable and 
useful measure. 
However, it is necessary to explore more fully what advisory is and what types of 
indicators demonstrate implementation of an advisory program. Cole (1992) defined advisory as 
“an organizational structure in which one small group of students identifies with and belongs to 
one educator, who nurtures, advocates for, and shepherds through school the individuals in that 
group” (p. 5). Valentine and colleagues (2002) provided a more technical-organizational 
definition of a program that is “regularly scheduled for 15 minutes or more during each 
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classroom day” (p. 175). Shulkind and Foote (2009) stated that “advisory programs are 
configurations in which an adult advisor meets regularly during the school day with a group of 
students to provide academic and social-emotional mentorship and support to create 
personalization within the school and to facilitate a small peer community of learners” (p. 21). 
More recently, Weilbacher and Lanier (2012) defined advisory as “classes or meetings that take 
place on a regular basis, in which the students are placed in groups that are usually smaller (10-
15) than most class rosters and where one adult takes on the role of student advocate” (p. 17). 
Through these definitions it is evident that advisory is an organizational structure that enables an 
adult advisor to work with a small group of students for a specified period of time around 
affective issues specific to those students. 
 Middle level education advocacy groups discuss two related components to address the 
affective requirements of middle grades students: (a) the need for an adult “advocate” addressed 
through the implementation of (b) an “advisory” program. This We Believe in Action outlines six 
common components of advocacy and advisory programming: 
(a) a designated staff member responsible for a small group of students, (b) regularly 
scheduled meetings of the advisory group, (c) ongoing individual conferences between 
advisor and advisees during the school year, (d) administrative support for advisory 
activities, (e) parent contact with the school through the child’s advisor and, most 
important, (f) an adult advocate for every young adolescent. (AMLE, 2012, p. 147) 
 
It is important to note that there is a connection between advisory and interdisciplinary teaming 
in that frequently there is overlap between the teachers and students assigned to an 
interdisciplinary team and the advisory structure. Ideally, advisory becomes one of the functions 
of an interdisciplinary academic team. An added benefit of advisory, beyond the role of affective 
support, is that there is evidence in high poverty schools that having structures that make sure 
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students are known by the adults in the school promotes better academic results (Picucci, 
Brownson, Kahlert, & Sobel, 2004). 
An argument that the existence of advisory in successful or exemplary middle schools 
compared to a randomly selected group of schools (McEwin & Greene, 2013), however, does not 
lead to a direct conclusion that advisory is effective; and, because “good” schools do it, advisory 
programming is not necessarily what makes those schools “good.” Esposito and Curcio (2002) 
considered the link between successful middle level schools and advisory by looking 
qualitatively at five successful middle schools, conducting school visits and interviews with 
principals, counselors, and teachers. Esposito and Curcio found that within these five schools 
there was a broad range of organizational structures that spanned from guidance-based activities 
to daily homeroom. In four of the five schools there were large advisory groups (greater than 15 
students), which hindered overall implementation. Esposito and Curcio cautioned against 
teachers serving as counselors and advocated for ongoing teacher professional development to 
sustain advisory. 
Citing that school connectedness is linked to higher student achievement regardless of 
student socioeconomic factors, Shulkind and Foote (2009) advocated for advisory programming 
in middle schools. The researchers studied three diverse middle schools, conducting 
questionnaires, interviews, observations, and focus groups to arrive at seven key characteristics 
of advisory programs that fostered increased school connectedness: addressing issues of 
connectedness, promoting open communication, caring, supervision of student academic 
progress, perception of influence on academic performance, advisors serving as advice givers, 
and developing a community of learners. Overall, it was important that students perceived 
themselves to be known by the teacher-advisor with whom the students worked. 
  20 
 For purposes of this study, it was necessary to measure advisory as an indicator of 
implementation of MSC. School leaders may have differing interpretations and definitions of 
advisory, and advisory may not always mean having a set-aside structure in place in middle 
schools. It is necessary to define a model of advisory in order to measure its existence and level 
of implementation. 
 Defining advisory programming. Advisory can mean many things in the world of middle 
level education, and there are various frameworks for looking at advisory structures, including 
the work of Galassi and colleagues (1997a, 1997b) and recommendations from key policy 
organizations such as AMLE and the National Forum to Accelerate Middle Grades Reform 
(NFAMGR). One proposed typology of advisory programming captures the multifaceted and 
diverse uses of the time during the day (Galassi et al., 1997b; see Table 1). The typology refers 
to six types of advisory functions—advocacy, community, skills, invigoration, academic, and 
administrative—and all six types may serve to support the developmental needs of students but 
also may serve the unique needs of the school. Because advisory programs that focus on 
academic remediation and administrative tasks as a primary function may lack the attention to 
affective issues for students, it is necessary to determine the types of activities and goals of the 
activities that occur through advisory structures. For example, if an “advisory” functions merely 
as a time to read school announcements or to provide time for silent reading, then affective needs 
are not being met. The framework presented by Galassi and colleagues (1997b) provides a useful 
template for collecting data about advisory-type programming in specific schools. 
 From a policy and advocacy perspective, many aspects of Galassi and colleagues’ 
(1997b) typology for advisory are embedded in the NFAMGR (2013) Schools to Watch Self-
Study and Rating Rubric. The NFAMGR rubric for Schools to Watch (StW) is important 
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because this framework is a guiding document for middle grades schools seeking state and 
national recognition as high performing schools. Particularly, in the research on HSMS (McEwin 
& Greene, 2013) schools identified as HSMS were those schools recognized by the NFAMGR 
for meeting standards established in the NFAMGR rubric. Specific to the NFAMGR rubric, in 
the section on Developmental Responsiveness, the school self-study asks middle grades schools 
to indicate the level to which “every student has a mentor, advisor, advocate, or other adult 
he/she trusts and stays in relationship with throughout the middle school experience” 
(NFAMGR, 2013, p. 4). In the section related to Social Equity, the self-study asks schools to rate 
the level of implementation to which “the school community knows every student well” and 
“every student has an adult advocate and supporter in the school” (NFAMGR, 2013, p. 7). At the 
core of these questions is the acknowledgment that each student is well-known by an adult who 
is able to support the student. The self-study does not ask whether schools have set-aside time to 
ensure that this support occurs systematically. Without identifying how this support is 
institutionalized, it is difficult to determine how schools, particularly large schools, are able to 
ensure that advisory and advocacy take place with fidelity. 
Along with Galassi and colleagues’ typology and the implications from the NFAMGR 
self-study rubric, This We Believe in Action (AMLE, 2012) recommended six objectives of 
advisory programs which broadly can be classified here as organizational or affective practices; 
however, it is important to note that the purpose of the organizational structures is to enable 
support of the affective goals (Table 2). Although Table 2 highlights specific types of activities 
as well as ways of organizing those activities, an overall consistent pattern of recommendations 
that include small student groups, regularly scheduled and embedded support structures, and 
adult advocacy emerges from Galassi and colleagues (1997a; 1997b), NFAMGR, and AMLE. 
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Table 2 
A Typology of Advisory Components  
Type Need Time Goals and focus Advisor skills Sample activities 
Caring Affective Substantial 
implementation 
time 
Adult-student 
relationship 
Personal 
qualities—
interest and 
concern for 
students 
 
Individual student 
conferences 
Community Affective Substantial 
implementation 
time 
Group identity Personal 
qualities, 
group 
management 
 
Group 
discussions, 
intramurals 
Invigoration Affective Minimal “prep” 
time 
Relaxing, 
recharging 
Personal 
qualities, 
enthusiasm 
Intramurals and 
clubs, parties, 
informal “fun” 
activities 
 
Academic 
enhancement 
Cognitive Substantial 
implementation 
time 
Academic 
performance 
Personal 
qualities, 
teaching 
Study skills, 
silent reading, 
writing, tutoring 
 
Administrative 
homeroom 
Administrative Minimal “prep” 
time 
General school 
business, 
“housekeeping” 
Clerical, 
organizational 
Announcements, 
distributing 
materials, 
collecting money 
Note. From Galassi et al. (1997b). 
When considering the organizational structures of advisory, it is useful to look at the 
specific organizational practices beyond just the general recommendations of AMLE (2012). 
One general recommendation is that advisory groups should have a teacher-advisor to student 
ratio of between 1:10 and 1:15 (AMLE, 2012; Burns, Jenkins, & Kane, 2012; Galassi et al., 
1998). One study found that effective advisories meet 4-5 school days per week for 15-24 
minutes (Burns et al., 2012). Additionally, Felner and colleagues (1997) found that schools in 
which advisory met four to five times per week for 30-45 minutes had higher levels of student 
achievement and lower levels of student stress, compared with schools having less frequent or no 
advisory. Ultimately, the research indicates that committing to greater frequency of meeting for 
greater lengths of time yields more positive results. This positive outcome is also dependent on 
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other variables such as curricular structures, administrative support, and a clearly defined 
purpose of advisory programming. Likewise, the research did not consider if there was a point at 
which advisory was too frequent or met for too long. Instead, flexibility of time to perform 
varied tasks and activities was considered important (Burns et al., 2012). 
Burns and colleagues (2012) considered other common practices of organizing advisories 
but did not make definitive recommendations of “best practice,” instead deferring to the needs of 
the individual school. These other practices included how students are divided and grouped into 
advisories, whether or not to “nest” advisories within the interdisciplinary team structure, and 
segregating students based on gender. Yet, the authors acknowledged the complexities of who 
should serve as advisors and even where to house advisory meetings. All of these practices were 
viewed as site-based decisions that needed to fit the needs of the school as well as the purpose of 
the program. 
Criticisms of advisory. Despite research indicating positive features of advisory 
programming, critics also point out concerns. Primarily, does the cost of time and resources 
invested in advisory programming result in improved school performance? For instance, one 
significant issue with advisory—and why it was frequently perceived as ineffective—was the 
notion of time and how it is used (Galassi et al., 1997a). In a quantitative study, Russell (1997) 
found a negative relationship between advisory programming and academic outcomes that was 
not consistent with anticipated theoretical predications. Russell speculated that “perhaps the 
increased time spent on Advisory/Advisee relationships, rather than on traditional academic 
instruction, contributes to this finding” (p. 184); however, she did not present a particular 
construct of advisory and included basic guidance services as a form of advisory. Nevertheless, 
Russell acknowledged that a possible loss of academic achievement in favor of gains in 
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interpersonal relationships might be “regrettable but necessary” (p. 184), and Galassi and 
colleagues (1997a) suggested that advisory time within the school day was overtaken by non-
affective, non-advisory activities that detracted from its intended purpose and effectiveness. 
Galassi and colleagues presented an analysis of advisor-advisee programs and discussed 
implementation and maintenance of these programs. The authors also discussed 
“conceptualization barriers” (Galassi et al., p. 312) such as a lack of clear purpose for the 
program, staff’s perceived and/or real inadequacies related to the required skills for successful 
implementation, and integration into the existing work or teaching requirements of the advisor. 
Barriers, however, can be overcome by sufficient planning, focus, staff development, allocation 
of resources, and ensuring that it is focused on students’ interests and needs (Galassi et al.). 
 Although Galassi and colleagues (1997a) favor the implementation of developmentally 
appropriate advising practices in middle schools, the authors did not support structured advisory 
model in all cases, and this is an important criticism of the model:  
Currently the most advanced middle schools may be ready to make a move away from 
advisory programs, but schools that are either just converting from junior high status or 
relatively new to the middle school experiment may find that these programs help them to 
meet either important transitional goals or more enduring goals for school climate and 
student development. (p. 332) 
 
Arguing that the research supporting advisory models had substantial flaws and relied primarily 
on subjective measures of effectiveness, the authors pointed to conflicting research that 
demonstrated, essentially, that generally increased contact time with a small number of teachers 
could have the same, if not better, results than advisory programs. Noting a common criticism 
that advisory programs are disruptive to the school schedule and viewed by teachers as additional 
responsibilities beyond typical curricular instruction, Galassi and colleagues suggested more 
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advanced middle schools may achieve similar favorable results to advisory through block 
scheduling, multi-year looping, or significantly decreasing the sizes of interdisciplinary teams.  
These criticisms (Galassi et al., 1997a; Russell, 1997) indicate that it may be important to 
pursue a line of inquiry into whether or not schools meet the advising needs of students through 
programming options other than advisory or in tandem with advisory. Likewise, investigating 
why schools might have abandoned past advisory practices may be an important consideration, 
as well as whether or not past advisory practices are now supplemented or supplanted by 
alternative affective structures, such as increased counseling services or other therapeutic 
practices.  
What to measure about advisory? Based on the research and policy statements discussed 
above, the recommendations from This We Believe in Action (AMLE, 2012) as well as the 
typology of advisory components (Galassi et al.,1997a, 1997b) frame what this study measures 
related to advisory structures and practices. There are important components or qualities of an 
advisory program that indicate whether a school is implementing MSC, and these components or 
qualities are discussed below within the framework of AMLE’s (2012) recommended six 
organizational and affective practices (Table 3).  
Table 3 
This We Believe in Action: Advisory Objectives 
Objective Description Classification 
A A designated staff member responsible for a small group of students 
 
Organizational 
B Regularly scheduled meetings of the advisory group 
 
Organizational 
C Ongoing individual conferences between advisor and advisees during the 
school year 
 
Affective 
D Administrative support for advisory activities 
 
Organizational 
E Parent contact with the school through the child’s advisor 
 
Affective 
F An adult advocate for every young adolescent Affective 
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First, consider the organizational practices. 
 A designated staff member responsible for a small group of students. This objective is 
measured through questions related to the number of students per advisory group. An 
advisory group with a 1:10 to 1:15 student-teacher ratio would demonstrate this 
objective. (Burns et al., 2012) 
 Regularly scheduled meetings of the advisory group. This objective is measured through 
questions related to frequency of meeting times. Meeting 4-5 times per week would meet 
this objective. This same objective will also be assessed by questions related to the 
amount of time per advisory meeting. (Felner et al., 1997) 
 Administrative support for advisory activities. This objective is measured by asking direct 
questions of the respondent related to perceived value of the program as well as plans to 
begin, maintain, or eliminate advisory programming. (Valentine et al., 2002) 
The remaining three objectives (Table 3) relate to purpose of advisory but indicate the need to 
attend to the affective needs of students. These objectives are measured through specific 
questions about activities that occur during advisory time, if it exists. 
In order to capture the purpose of advisory in each school as well as to measure the types 
of activities in the school, the typology described by Galassi and colleagues (1997b) and shown 
in Table 1 are also used to develop questions for this study. For example, Galassi and colleagues 
suggest a sample activity that supports a caring component of advisory is to have teacher-
advisors hold individual student conferences. Framing a question about individual student 
conferences informs the existence of this typology as well as to support This We Believe in 
Action’s (AMLE, 2012) assertion that these conferences occur. There should be questions 
involving sample advisory activities to measure advisory implementation. These questions will 
help to establish the administrative support for affective components of advisory and inform 
whether the advisory is focused on affective, academic, or administrative tasks relative to each 
other. 
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 Interdisciplinary teaming with common planning time. One of the more unique, and 
easily identifiable MSC components, is the interdisciplinary team. AMLE (2010) characterized 
teaming in middle grades schools as schools having “organizational structures [that] foster 
purposeful learning and meaningful relationships” (p. 31). Additionally, the NFAMGR (2004) 
“recommended the creation of small learning communities and small schools at the middle-
grades level” (p. 4). The middle school interdisciplinary team serves to foster these meaningful 
relationships by creating smaller communities of learning. George, Lawrence, and Bushnell 
(1998) defined teaming as a structure through which “teachers share the same students, the same 
schedule, the same part of the building, and the responsibility to share in the planning of major 
academic subjects that students encounter during the school day” (p. 226). Kellough and 
Kellough (2008) defined the interdisciplinary team more simply as “an organizational pattern of 
two or more teachers representing different core curriculum areas” (p. 294). Although a common 
practice in middle schools, increasingly, CPT is viewed by some as a “privilege of luxury, and 
not as a necessary component of middle level education” (Mertens, Flowers, Anfara, & Caskey, 
2010, p. 56). 
Broadly defined, interdisciplinary teaming at the middle grades school is a grouping of 
teachers from multiple core content areas—typically math, science, social studies, and 
English/language arts along with support services teachers such as special education or English 
as a second language—that teach a common group of students. Students receive all, or most of, 
their core instruction from this group of teachers. In their national study of middle schools, 
Valentine and colleagues (2002) defined interdisciplinary teaming as “two or more teachers 
work[ing] together as a team to teach more than one subject to the same group of students” 
(p. 171). In the follow-up to their national study, Valentine and colleagues (2004) found that 
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highly successful middle schools were much more likely to be implementing an interdisciplinary 
teaming structure than middle grades schools in general. McEwin and Greene (2013) showed 
similar findings to Valentine and colleagues, in that 90% of the highly successful schools in their 
study were implementing interdisciplinary teaming compared to 72% of middle grades schools in 
general. However, McEwin and Greene noted a general decrease in implementation of 
interdisciplinary teaming from 77% to 72% from 2001 to 2009 in middle grades schools. 
Effective interdisciplinary teaming involves all teachers on the team having CPT during 
the school day to work together “to discuss team, student, and curricular issues” (Flowers, 
Mertens, & Mulhall, 1999, pp. 57-58). Additionally, schools with effective interdisciplinary 
teaming have increased parental contact, a better teacher work climate with increased job 
satisfaction, and, importantly, higher student achievement (Flowers et al., 1999). Programmatic 
recommendations related to teaming include having teachers on teams with common team 
planning time as well as individual planning time within the school day (Hackmann, Petzko, 
Valentine, Clark, & Lucas, 2002). The need to give all teachers two planning periods and at least 
one of those planning periods being common among a particular set of teachers may involve 
additional staffing, extending the school day, and/or a possible new interpretation of what 
“planning” time means depending on teacher contract language. Understanding interdisciplinary 
teams and the roles assumed to support the academic, behavioral, social, and emotional needs of 
students through this structure is relevant to determining how a middle school functions. 
An organizational commitment to providing structures that allow for CPT and grouping 
teachers into interdisciplinary groups is a key hallmark of MSC. It is clear in the literature that 
regular, frequent CPT may result in higher levels of student achievement and teacher job 
satisfaction (Flowers et al., 1999) as well as more positive interactions among teacher colleagues 
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(Flowers, Mertens, & Mulhall, 2000). Citing their earlier research, Mertens and colleagues 
(2010) identified three useful levels of interdisciplinary teaming (Table 4) with schools 
implementing in the “high” level having stronger outcomes related to student achievement and 
teacher interactions.  
Table 4 
Levels of Interdisciplinary Teaming Related to CPT 
Level Interdisciplinary teaming 
High Interdisciplinary teaming in all middle grade levels with high levels of CPT (minimum of four 
meetings per week with each meeting lasting 30 minutes or more) 
 
Low Interdisciplinary teaming in all middle grade levels with low levels of CPT 
 
None Not teaming in all middle grade levels…or schools that were not engaged in interdisciplinary 
teaming 
Note. From Mertens and colleagues., 2010, p. 52. 
Specific areas of teaming are considered in an analysis of middle school organizational 
structure as discussed by Flowers and colleagues (2000) based on their data as part of a multi-
year study, the Middle Start Initiative. The authors found that teaming activities generally 
occurred across three areas: “curricular and instructional issues, student-centered issues, and 
issues about communication” (Flowers et al., p. 54), and the authors found that with increased 
team meeting time there was a greater influence on classroom instruction. The size of the team 
matters, and the authors found that as the number of students on a team decreased, the frequency 
of curriculum coordination and coordination of student assessments increased. The researchers 
stated that team sizes below 90 students were optimal, but student-to-teacher ratios were not 
provided nor were descriptive statistics that would enable the reader to determine the 
significance of this recommendation. Another consideration was how long a school utilized 
teaming practices, and the authors found that a teaming structure with CPT resulted in more 
frequent teaming practices that increased the more years a school had these structures in place. 
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However, as with team size, no clear data were presented that demonstrated how long teaming 
needed to be in place in a school for optimal results. Overall, an analysis specifically of middle 
school teaming might consider the types of activities undertaken by teams, size of the team, and 
for how long schools have been implementing teaming. For purposes of this study, the evidence 
presented by Flowers and colleagues supports the foundational assumption that having the team 
meeting time, CPT, is a significant and important organizational construct. 
The existence of teaming with CPT in middle schools matters, and the use of regular CPT 
for teachers with teams of students is declining across the United States; nevertheless, teaming 
with a daily common planning period continues to be a recommended practice (McEwin & 
Greene, 2010). An early quantitative study looking at schools with teaming found that “students 
who attended schools that encourage team teaching evidenced higher achievement” (Lee & 
Smith, 1993, p. 180), and another study found that interdisciplinary teaming, as a key middle 
level programming concept, played a “greater role” in “enhancement of student achievement” 
than other concepts (Russell, 1997, p. 183). Interdisciplinary teaming is also a common practice 
of highly effective middle schools (McEwin & Greene, 2010; Valentine et al., 2004). Teaming 
alone does not guarantee innovative or more effective instructional practices (Applebee, Adler, 
& Flihan, 2007) and it is important for scholars to consider the actual practices and activities in 
which teachers engage during CPT (Mertens, Anfara, Caskey, & Flowers, 2013). 
There is at least one study that looked at CPT and Schools to Watch schools, which 
provides a unique convergence of the McEwin and Greene (2010) study of HSMS, which also 
featured StW schools, and CPT. Cook and Faulkner (2010) conducted a case study of two middle 
schools in Kentucky that had each qualified as a StW school. The researchers considered factors 
that enhance CPT, teacher beliefs about CPT, and topics and activities undertaken by teachers 
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during CPT. Because the two schools were recognized as StW it was known that they were 
implementing interdisciplinary teaming, had a strong academic record, and were recognized by 
the state. At each of the schools, the researchers selected one team from each grade level based 
on the principal’s recommendation. The assumption of this study was to observe good teaming at 
a good school, and that this was more likely to happen in these two schools rather than randomly 
selected schools. The authors identified components of CPT that increased effectives such as 
district-wide commitment to teaming, defined purpose and expectations for teaming, and teams 
focusing on students first. Even though the authors identified effective teaming practices, they 
did not demonstrate that effective teaming was a product or outcome of effective schools. 
 Common planning time within the interdisciplinary team structure also provides 
increased opportunities for professional development and shared leadership within a school, 
which arguably leads to improved schools. This idea of improving schools through collaborative 
planning frequently is considered in the framework of Professional Learning Communities 
(PLCs; DuFour, 2004; DuFour & Eaker, 1998), and PLCs were explored explicitly in the middle 
school context of CPT (Dever & Lash, 2013). Among other findings, CPT and PLCs presented 
the opportunity for great overlap, but CPT tended not to delve into areas of traditional 
professional development or curriculum conversations (Dever & Lash, 2013). Other studies have 
found that CPT is a very common practice in high performing schools (Cook, Kinne, & 
Faulkner, 2013; Faulkner & Cook, 2013), but teachers in middle level schools lacked preparation 
to utilize CPT on an interdisciplinary team; however, this lack of preparation to best utilize CPT 
structures seems to be overcome by more frequent, longer meeting times (Flowers & Mertens, 
2013). Another consideration is that teaming may have a benefit to increased instructional 
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coherence, but no statistically significant relationship has been found nor was a significant 
relationship to student achievement identified (Johnson, 2008). 
For this literature review, it is important to further explore the role of teaming, shared 
leadership, and the importance of the collaborative interdisciplinary team with CPT. In one case 
study of two professional learning teams at one high school, researchers looked at the team in 
order to understand the role of dialogue and discourse in the collaborative process as an 
extension of shared governance and distributed leadership (Scribner, Sawyer, Watson, & Myers, 
2007). Looking at the actual conversation was important: “because teacher teams meet face to 
face, the primary medium of interaction for this social distribution of leadership is conversation” 
(Scribner et al., 2007, p. 73). The authors analyzed closely the conversations of team members 
across multiple audio and video recorded sittings. The two teams were broadly defined as 
problem solving and as problem finding because the teams had distinctively different roles in the 
school leadership system. The authors found that the function of the collaborative teams revolved 
around three concepts: “purpose, autonomy, and patterns of discourse” (Scribner et al., p. 78). 
The role and function of teams in middle schools, at times, is challenged by this convergence of 
the role of problem solving and finding, or likewise, whether the team focuses on students or 
curriculum (Dever & Lash, 2013; Lawrence & Jefferson, 2015). It is important to consider role 
of teams because it frames how one might look at the functioning of a middle school team as 
either problem solving or problem finding and whether or not the group has clear purpose and 
autonomy. 
 Scribner and colleagues (2007) found a connection between the team members’ identified 
group purpose and their autonomy, or ability to act locally or institutionally to affect their shared 
purpose. The mission of the collaborative group should equal the authority that the group has to 
  33 
enact its desired results. A disconnection between the purpose and autonomy had an effect on the 
patterns of discourse—passive or active. That is, if there was a clear connection between purpose 
and autonomy, the group used more active discourse patterns, which were indicative of the 
group’s ability to enact desired results. Role clarity and autonomy within the framework of 
middle level schools’ interdisciplinary teaming is an important consideration of CPT 
effectiveness (Duffield, 2013; Franz, Thompson, & Miller, 2013). Scribner and colleagues 
concluded that it was important to tend to the connection between purpose and autonomy in 
order to encourage “creativity, innovation, and divergent thinking” (pp. 95-96) as positive 
attributes in a shared governance structure such as collaborative teaming. 
 Although Scribner and colleagues (2007) focused on collaborative teams at the high 
school level, there are applications to the middle school level. A middle school team, however, is 
not limited to either problem solving or problem finding. Conley, Fauske, and Pounder (2004) 
considered the many additional roles of a middle school team, such as interdisciplinary 
curriculum and teaching, addressing student learning and behavioral needs, and communicating 
with parents. That is, as a collaborative team, interdisciplinary teams function as a problem 
finding, solving, and implementing group of teachers indicating the PLC collaboration as 
assessed by Scribner and colleagues may be substantially different from that of Conley and 
colleagues. 
 To better understand teacher work group effectiveness, Conley and colleagues (2004) 
conducted a survey of middle school teachers in one large urban district that considered 23 
workplace variables associated with professional group work. One of the key findings of this 
study was that “if work group enhancement for teachers is to be successful, it is important to 
achieve a balance point between the team’s desire for decision-making authority and the 
  34 
organization’s need for coordination and control” (Conley et al., p. 693). In addition to this need 
to balance autonomy, is the need to have “task clarity” with clearly identified “parameters of 
teams’ work” (Conley et al., p. 693). Conley and colleagues’ quantitative findings are supported 
by the qualitative findings of Scribner and colleagues (2007), suggesting there is a need to 
connect purpose to authority in collaborative group work. 
 Although a strong case is made that collaborative teams need a clear purpose and 
authority, it is also important to consider the specifics of how a team functions from an 
institutional/organizational and interpersonal perspective. Angelle (2010) conducted a qualitative 
case study of one middle school through which she provided “description of perceptions and 
practices of distributed leadership enacted on a daily basis” (p. 2). She identified leadership 
practice (in terms of how the school is organized), trust, and relationships as key elements in her 
school site’s organization, and she provided specific examples of each element throughout the 
article. The teachers were given significant authority over decision making in this school 
structure that included how and when to meet as a team, student scheduling and discipline, and 
“the administrators relied on the expertise of the teachers, believing that those in closest 
proximity to the student have the most accurate understanding of their students’ needs and the 
best practices through which to meet those needs” (Angelle, p. 8). 
 In this case (Angelle, 2010), the collaborative and distributed leadership role of the team 
was not limited to functions that took place within the team meeting but extended to nearly every 
aspect of the teachers’ interactions with students. Angelle articulated clearly that distributed 
leadership is not about task completion or shifting task responsibility, but it is about performing 
the tasks of leadership “through the interaction of multiple individual leaders” (pp. 2-3) and 
focusing “on the goals of the group, rather than the actions of one” (p. 3). Angelle found that 
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trusting, collegial relationships were important, stating that “Teachers felt empowered to lead, to 
improve, and to make a difference in the lives of the students and each other. This, in turn, 
increased their confidence and satisfaction in their work” (p. 12).  
 Angelle (2010) developed a distributed leadership model for middle-level schools that 
moved from organizational pre-conditions of leadership practice, trust, and relationships to 
organizational outcomes of efficacy, increased trust, job satisfaction, and teacher intent to stay in 
the profession. Although Angelle did not connect distributed leadership directly to increased 
student achievement, she did “allow a distal link to be made with confidence” (p. 14). 
 A common theme to each of the above studies was the use of common planning or 
meeting time through which teachers enact distributed leadership or other collaborative 
leadership. Strahan and Hedt (2009) looked at a two-person teacher team at a middle school and 
this pairing’s ongoing professional development with an instructional coach. The authors found 
that these teachers demonstrated “collaborative problem solving” that was “fueled by 
relationship” and trust (Strahan & Hedt, p. 13). Likewise, Cook and Faulkner (2010) considered 
the role of teacher collaboration during CPT at two successful middle schools in Kentucky. This 
study looked broadly at two schools focusing on the function of individual teachers and teams. 
The authors found three main themes expressed throughout their coding of the data: “vision and 
mission, type of planning time, and leadership” (Cook & Faulkner, p. 6). Teachers were able to 
articulate and internalize the schools’ vision and mission. There were a variety of collaborative 
teaming structures, and each team structure had a specific purpose: “Interdisciplinary team 
planning primarily focused on individual student behavioral and academic issues, team 
‘housekeeping’ tasks . . . parent communication and conferences, guidance and support, and 
planning integrated units of instruction” (Cook & Faulkner, p. 7). In terms of leadership, the 
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schools studied demonstrated a “common thread between vision and mission and clearly defined 
goals for common planning time” that was made possible by building level leadership that 
fostered “a collegial, supportive climate in which high expectations, trust, and professionalism 
were the norm” (Cook & Faulkner, p. 8). 
 Overall, there are several key questions to consider related to teaming when measuring 
MSC implementation. First, is interdisciplinary teaming at the core of the instructional delivery 
model? Valentine and colleagues (2002) provided a useful definition of teaming for 
measurement in this study: “two or more teachers work[ing] together as a team to teach more 
than one subject to the same group of students” (p. 171). Using this definition, one may identify 
concretely whether teams exist and are at the core of instructional delivery. Second, what is the 
frequency and length of common team meeting time? Flowers and colleagues (2000) 
demonstrated that the greater the time devoted to CPT, the greater the influence on classroom 
instruction. Likewise, Mertens and colleagues (2010) found that high implementing middle 
school interdisciplinary teams met at least four times per week for at least 30 minutes per 
meeting and across all grade levels. Hackmann and colleagues (2002) added to CPT by 
emphasizing the need for additional individual teacher planning time within the school day. 
Finally, a line of questions should exist to identify the perceived types of roles of teaming in the 
schools as well as the perceived importance of those roles. Minimally, for schools to be 
considered implementing MSC, interdisciplinary teaming with some form of CPT must be 
present. Arguably, high implementing MSC schools will have small interdisciplinary teams of 
teachers serving a common group of students and teachers with daily common and individual 
planning time for teachers serving on those teams in order to provide instructional and other 
leadership for the students whom the teachers instruct. 
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Previous Survey Research on Middle Level Schools 
Two major strands of survey research exist that look at the organizational and 
programmatic structures of middle level schools. The first strand explored MSC solely in terms 
of organization (Alexander, 1968; Alexander & McEwin, 1989; McEwin, Dickinson, & Jenkins, 
1996, 2003; McEwin & Greene, 2011). The second strand of survey research looked at MSC 
through both organizational and leadership lenses (Valentine et al., 2002, 2004; Valentine et al., 
1993; Valentine et al., 1981). Both provide continuity in terms of questions and authorship, and 
the studies provide a rich description of middle level schools. Neither strand, however, made a 
serious statistical attempt to determine whether there is a relationship between race, poverty, 
MSC implementation, and, the increasingly important, academic achievement. 
 Since the inception of the MSC, researchers have quantified programmatic 
implementation of MSC through broad survey-based research. Two major strands of survey 
research exist. The first strand explored MSC solely in terms of organization (Alexander, 1968; 
Alexander & McEwin, 1989; McEwin et al., 1996; McEwin et al., 2003; McEwin & Greene, 
2011). This strand, which includes five studies beginning with the work of Alexander in 1968 
and most recently in 2011 with a study by McEwin and Greene, provides a national, longitudinal 
picture of MSC. Each of the five studies in this strand included authorship by either Alexander 
and/or McEwin, creating a level of continuity across the five studies. The second strand of 
survey research looked at MSC through both organizational and leadership lenses (Valentine et 
al., 1981; Valentine et al., 1993; Valentine et al., 2002, 2004). This series, sponsored by the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), was conducted three times from 
1981 to 2002. The NASSP series includes both quantitative and qualitative data sets in looking at 
MSC implementation. Authorship of all three studies includes Valentine and Clark, again 
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providing continuity across the studies. Previous survey research provides insight into the 
patterns and trends of MSC implementation nationally, but data are not disaggregated in a way 
that identifies state or other local issues that may influence individual school organization and 
leadership patterns. At the same time as these surveys measure levels of implementation, the 
surveys also reflect broader trends in education at the time. What follows is a review and 
discussion of the two major survey groups with special consideration given to implementation of 
interdisciplinary teaming, CPT, and advisory. 
Alexander and McEwin series: Organization. In the late 1960s, William Alexander 
(1968) began this series of surveys, at a time of dramatic organizational change as schools 
shifted from the grades 7-9 junior high model to the new 6-8 middle school model, in order to 
quantify “the number and location of reorganized middle schools” (p. 1). Alexander commented, 
“There seems to be a movement away from the old organizational patterns with an increasing 
concern for development of schools uniquely planned to meet the needs of the in-between years” 
(p. 4). These studies provided a unique perspective not only into the changing grade span 
patterns of U.S. schools but also some of the persistent issues faced by the broader middle school 
movement. Alexander reported that most schools simply changed grade pattern and did not 
implement curricular or organizational changes that would, arguably, better meet the needs of 
young adolescents. Fifth and sixth grade students in the reorganized middle schools tended to 
function as a reflection of their predecessor elementary schools, and seventh and eighth grade 
students tended to exist in a junior high school departmentalized model (Alexander). 
 Even in this earliest study of middle school organization, Alexander (1968) was already 
seeking to identify key components of MSC. This survey captured a snapshot of what was 
happening in an era of radical change; 50% of the survey respondents reported having shifted to 
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the middle school grade span within the previous 2 years and nearly all having done so within 
the decade. This survey did not use terms commonly used today, such as interdisciplinary 
teaming or advisory. Teaming in this survey referred to co-taught classes, and there is passing 
reference to “homeroom,” which is an often interchanged term for advisory. Flexible scheduling 
was explored as well as heterogeneous versus homogeneous grouping structures, frequently 
advocated for constructs of MSC. Ultimately, the Alexander survey provided a portrait of what 
was happening during a dramatic transition of organizational structures serving young 
adolescents, but MSC was yet to be fully articulated. 
 The questionnaire has strengths and weaknesses: it included 51 questions over 15 pages 
and requested very detailed information about development, implementation, and current 
programming of middle schools across the U.S. The respondents were from a pool of 1,101 
schools across 37 states from nine regions. Ten percent of the schools were selected from the 
broader pool using a randomized, stratified sample of 110 schools, and 83% of the 110 schools 
responded. A primary criticism of this survey is that the limited number of 91 respondents may 
not be a sufficient portion of the thousands of middle schools to draw valid conclusions. Many 
states were excluded from the study, and, of the nine geographic regions used, several appear to 
be underrepresented. This criticism is easy to make in hindsight, but it is important to 
acknowledge the difficulty of doing large-scale survey research in 1968 when collecting the 
sample pool information and distributing the questionnaires was substantially more challenging 
than today. 
 Already transitioning away from junior high schools, U.S. middle schools rapidly 
evolved and were shaped by the MSC movement. In 1973, the National Middle School 
Association (NMSA) was formed, and in 1982 the organization published its first major policy 
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statement, This We Believe (NMSA, 1982). The development of clearly articulated goals of MSC 
is evident in the subsequent iterations of the Alexander (1968) survey, the first of which was the 
Alexander and McEwin (1989) survey that was a follow-up to the 1968 edition. A primary 
purpose of this survey was to compare the middle schools of 1968 to the middle schools of 1988. 
 Although much shorter at only 19 questions, the 1988 survey was more robust in terms of 
sampling. Alexander and McEwin (1989) identified 10,857 possible schools from all states and 
the District of Columbia, and used a stratified random sample from schools that had differing 
grade configurations. From those grade configurations, 11% were selected from each group 
resulting in mailing questionnaires to 1,200 schools. Of this sample, 670, or 56%, responded. 
Even though this was a replication of the 1968 questionnaire, and still focused in part on the 
process of becoming a middle school, questions were also about practices within the school 
framed around concepts from This We Believe (NMSA, 1982). Notably, the Alexander and 
McEwin survey asked school officials to report on interdisciplinary teaming but did not explore 
whether on-team teachers had planning time together. Several questions were in place about 
advisory and counseling services, acknowledging the widely held recognition that affective 
services are needed for young adolescents. 
 The combination of the 1968 and 1988 surveys showed several changes in middle school 
organization that are reflective of MSC. The 1988 survey indicated a dynamic shift away from 
the junior high model to now include over 5,000 schools that met the definition of a middle 
school grade span with grades 6-8 the most prevalent grade span model (Alexander & McEwin, 
1989). Alexander and McEwin found that there was an emergence of interdisciplinary teaming 
organizations as well as guidance and advisory programs in the new middle schools; however, 
they noted that these systems existed one-third and 39% of the time respectively. Schools 
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implementing the MSC were more likely to have advisory led by a classroom teacher, as 
opposed to a trained counselor, and have advisory for longer amounts of time than schools 
functioning as junior highs. 
 Only 4 years later, McEwin revisited the survey through replication of the previous two 
studies (Alexander, 1968; Alexander & McEwin, 1989). Conducted during the 1992-1993 
academic year, McEwin, Dickinson, and Jenkins (1996) increased the length and depth of the 
questionnaire. At the same time that this study was conducted, the second iteration of This We 
Believe was published (NMSA, 1995), and, although this edition did not inform the survey 
conducted in 1992-1993, it may have influenced the findings published in 1996. Additionally, 
the depth of analysis of this study’s findings and recommendations for practice were 
considerably more thorough than the previous two surveys.  
 McEwin and colleagues (1996) identified 11,215 U.S. schools that included grade 
configurations of 5-8, 6-8, 7-8, or 7-9. These organizational structures were consistent with 
Alexander and McEwin (1989) and included grades 7-9, which were not included in Alexander 
(1968). This reflects the fact that relatively few 7-9 schools remained, and the movement in 
grade configurations away from 7-9 structures, dramatic in the late 1960s, was a non-issue; 
however, this survey did include questions about the transition from a junior high to middle 
school model, only for schools that recently made the transition. From the 11,215 identified 
schools, a random stratified sample of 30% from each grade configuration, 3,365 schools, was 
used. Fifty-three percent of schools sampled responded, representing all 50 states and the District 
of Columbia. Similar to the 1989 study (Alexander & McEwin), the 1996 study’s questionnaire 
included items about interdisciplinary teaming and advisory. The questions pertaining to 
interdisciplinary teaming were similar on both questionnaires, but the 1996 study was the first to 
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include questions about individual planning time for teachers. The question about planning time, 
however, did not consider the status of common planning periods for interdisciplinary teams. 
Both questionnaires included similar questions about advisory with the 1996 questionnaire, 
including one additional question about planning and staff development prior to implementing an 
advisory program. 
 This series of studies was revisited again in 2003 by McEwin, Dickinson, and Jenkins, 
and the authors continued to document the growth of MSC practices. Although the questionnaire 
itself was not published, unlike the previous studies discussed in this series, it appears from the 
reported data and discussion of methodology that the questionnaire in the 2003 study were 
similar to previous studies in this series. This questionnaire, administered during the 2001-2002 
school year, included schools with grade spans of 5-8, 6-8, or 7-8, which constituted the total 
pool of 12,377 schools. The report did not indicate how the pool of schools was sampled, but 
more than 11% of the pool was selected with 746 of 1436, or 52%, of selected schools 
responding. These 746 schools represented all 50 states and Washington, DC.  
For purposes here, the main differences between this study and previous studies was the 
specific consideration given to CPT and the first inclusion of demographic data beyond school 
size or grade span. Although previous studies (Alexander & McEwin, 1989; McEwin et al., 
1996) considered the existence of planning time, the authors of these studies assumed that the 
presence of daily planning periods, and especially more than one daily planning period, may 
have meant the existence of CPT, but this clarification about planning time was not a specific 
question. The assumption that more planning time may equal CPT is problematic, and it 
appeared to be remedied in the 2003 questionnaire. McEwin and colleagues (2003) specifically 
reported CPT in their findings; however, the authors did not report what CPT was for or how 
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CPT was utilized. Another first for this study was the inclusion of at least one question related to 
school demographics; specifically, schools reported being rural, suburban, or urban. Even though 
these data were collected and reported, there was no disaggregation of other survey data 
according to these demographic indicators. 
The most recent study in this series (McEwin & Greene, 2011) represented a departure in 
methodology and included substantially different question areas. Published in several iterations 
(McEwin & Greene, 2010, 2011, 2013), this study was a comparison of two groups surveyed in 
2009 that included a random national sampling and a sampling of HSMS. In the random 
sampling group, there were 13,918 identified middle schools with grade configurations of 5-8, 6-
8, or 7-8. From this pool, a 20% random stratified sample of 2783 schools was selected, and 827 
(30%) of the selected schools responded. The respondents represented a national sample. This 
sampling approach was similar to the previous studies in this series with the exception of 
Alexander (1968). 
The great departure in this study was the inclusion of a separate subset of HSMS schools. 
The pool of HSMS included 179 schools identified through the NFAMGR as StW and seven 
schools identified through the NASSP as Breakthrough Middle Schools (McEwin & Greene, 
2011). One school received both recognitions. Of the 186 schools, all were surveyed with a 
response rate of 54%, and all of the Breakthrough Middle Schools responded. The purpose of 
using a random national sample and a selective sample enabled the authors to compare the 
implementation of middle school practices in both subsets to see if the nationally recognized 
subset was implementing middle school practices at a higher level than the random subset. 
For the first time in this series, questions were included about academic achievement 
performance on standardized tests and the percent of students who qualified for free and 
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reduced-price lunch. Another shift in questioning had to do with schools rating levels of 
implementation and levels of value (related to standardized testing) of various middle school 
practices. Schools also reported the level of implementation of advisory programs on a scale 
ranging from highly implementing to not implementing. McEwin and Greene (2011) found that 
HSMS reported implementing middle school practices at a much higher level than the random 
sampling, and that those practices have higher self-reported value in HSMS. For instance, 71% 
of HSMS reported interdisciplinary teaming structures to be highly implemented compared to 
only 45% of schools from the random sample. Across the board, these discrepancies existed 
between the two groups, and the HSMS reported implementing middle school practices with 
more frequency and fidelity. 
The McEwin and Greene (2011) study made the case in favor of MSC practices based on 
their findings that HSMS implemented practices at a higher frequency and with greater fidelity 
than randomly selected middle schools, and, at face value, this seems an appropriate conclusion. 
However, there are issues with the methodology and group selection. First, the HSMS sample 
was substantially more “suburban” (56% HSMS compared to 39% random), and the random 
sample was more “rural” (27% HSMS compared to 43% random). Additionally, the survey did 
not define what rural, urban, or suburban meant, leading to possibly inconsistent identification. 
Second, schools in the random sample were more likely to have higher proportions of students 
qualifying for free and reduced-price lunch compared to HSMS. Thirty-four percent of the 
schools in the HSMS reported a 20% or lower free and reduced-price lunch population rate 
compared to 24% for the same category from the random sample. Eighteen percent of the 
schools in the HSMS group had only 1-10% of students qualifying for free and reduced-price 
lunch compared to only 9% of schools from the random group. When considering schools with 
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extremely large percentages of students qualifying for free and reduced-price lunch (rates of 81-
100%) only 2% of the HSMS pool fell into this group while 10% of the random sample did. 
Overall, the student populations in HSMS are more suburban and more affluent than the 
comparison random sample group. 
This selective sample of StW and Breakthrough Middle Schools may result in a false 
positive because of the process and criteria for earning recognition. Take the example of StW. 
Becoming a StW school includes going through a state-level review process based on a rubric 
and components that “are research-based, but have not yet been validated, nor has it been vetted 
for construct validity” (Falbe, 2014, p. 107). Schools that commit to the process may need to 
have available resources along with interest in pursuing the recognition. Likewise, there may be 
many schools in the random sample group capable of qualifying as a School to Watch that did 
not participate in the process. Another flaw of comparing the HSMS and random sample groups 
is that in order to be selected as a StW school, the school must already be implementing many of 
the recommended middle school practices.  
 The 2011 study (McEwin & Greene) had the potential to offer substantially greater 
insight into implementation practices across middle schools. Ultimately, however, this study only 
tells us that the schools one would expect to be implementing middle school practices are doing 
so when compared to a general group of schools. A more robust statistical analysis of the data 
may yield unexpected or even more valid results. The authors could have controlled for student 
demographics (free and reduced-price lunch or urban/suburban/rural) and compared those 
subgroups to levels of middle school implementation. Additionally, the authors did not report on 
surveyed academic achievement data that could have been used as an analytic. For example, the 
authors could have compared the academic achievement in HSMS and the random sample, while 
  46 
controlling for demographics, as a way to consider whether there were measureable achievement 
outcomes that could not be attributed simply to student population or school geography. 
 At least one dissertation study utilized the work of McEwin and colleagues (2003) as the 
basis of further investigation. Jolley (2010) conducted a replication study of McEwin and 
colleagues in the state of Idaho. Similar to the national study, the Idaho study provided a 
description of the levels of MSC implementation in the state without considering other 
characteristics that may influence MSC implementation. This dissertation study, however, is 
useful in that it provides a model for conducting similar survey research at a state level similar to 
what this dissertation study does. 
 Overall the Alexander and McEwin series of studies (Alexander, 1968; Alexander & 
McEwin, 1989; McEwin et al., 1996; 2003; McEwin & Greene, 2011) provided insight into the 
development and growth of MSC practices over a 50-year time period (Table 5). Specifically, 
beginning with the 1968 study, there were no questions about interdisciplinary teaming, CPT, or 
advisory, but these practices were measured in subsequent studies including questions about 
implementation practices. These data are useful in that they allow one to see a progression of 
concepts and trends within the field of middle level education, and there is evidence that this 
study series can be replicated. This series of studies, however, does not provide robust statistical 
analysis and is primarily descriptive. 
Table 5 
Alexander and McEwin Series 
Authors Year 
Interdisciplinary 
teaming 
Common planning 
time Advisory 
Alexander 1968 No No No 
Alexander and McEwin 1989 Yes No Yes 
McEwin, Dickinson, and Jenkins 1996 Yes No Yes 
McEwin, Dickinson, and Jenkins 2003 Yes Yes Yes 
McEwin and Greene 2011 Yes Yes Yes 
 
  47 
NASSP series: Organization and leadership. The second major series of survey-based 
research looking at the middle school level was from NASSP that was intended to be done about 
every decade. To date, the survey has been conducted three times (Valentine et al., 2002; 
Valentine et al., 1993; Valentine et al., 1981), and to simplify readability of this section the 
studies will be referenced by their year of publication (e.g., the 1981 study). This survey series 
looked not only at middle level school organization but also leadership in those schools. Included 
within these leadership structures are characteristics, professional preparation, professional 
experiences, and aspirations of the school principal. Here, only the organizational constructs of 
the school are considered, not leadership structures. 
 The 1981 study evolved out of previous NASSP studies of junior high principals and high 
school principals and was intended to help answer questions looking at middle schools in terms 
of appropriateness for middle level students, differences when compared to junior highs, 
uniqueness as an organizational structure, and meeting the needs of middle level students. The 
authors identified more than 12,000 middle level schools and randomly selected 2,600 for the 
sample. In the 1981 study, the authors defined middle level schools as those including any grade 
combinations from grades 5-9. Two questionnaire forms were distributed to the principals of the 
2,600 schools with 1,413 returned (a 54% response rate), and both versions of the survey were 
included as appendices. This response rate represented more than 10% of all middle level school 
principals in the country. 
 The majority of questions in both versions of the 1981 study’s questionnaires revolved 
around administrative and management issues. One question on Version B of the questionnaire 
asked about the transition to the middle school “organizational plan” (Valentine et al., 1981, 
p. 129), and this line of questioning seems more aligned with the still ongoing transition away 
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from junior high schools to middle schools. This transition to middle school still was seen as a 
shift in grade organizational patterns with some recognition of shifting to a “program best suited 
to the needs of the middle level age child” (Valentine et al., 1981, p. 129). Interestingly, there 
were many questions about why or if teachers leave teaching at the middle level in favor of 
elementary or high school settings.  
 Although still primarily a survey of leadership, the 1993 study did include more questions 
about aspects of MSC. Questions were categorized into four themes with the most relevant for 
this report coming from the “Issues and Trends” and the “Educational Program” sections. The 
1993 study included multiple versions of the questionnaire, and the questionnaire was 
administered to principals, assistant principals, and members of a leadership team, which meant 
it was possible to have up to three surveys of each participating school. For the 1993 study, a 
pool of 12,100 middle level schools was selected with these schools identified as having 
combinations of grades 5-9. Two thousand schools were sampled using a systematic and 
stratified sample based on grade spans. Principals from the 2,000 schools received one of the two 
survey versions. In total, there were 1,385 returned questionnaires that included 570 principals, 
404 assistant principals, and 411 teacher leaders. 
 The 1993 survey did include questions about interdisciplinary teaming, CPT, and 
advisory. Interdisciplinary teaming was grouped with CPT and respondents were asked to rate 
the importance of the concept, the current implementation level, and plans for implementation. 
The same rating scale was used for adviser-advisee programs that meet for at least 15 minutes or 
more daily (Valentine et al., 1993). The use of definitions for these concepts may have limited 
the range of responses because there is a variety of interpretations as to how to implement the 
practices. Likewise, asking someone to rate levels of implementation without defining essential 
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components of implementation may have limited the range of responses. However, the purpose 
of this survey was not solely to measure these three characteristics. 
 By the time of the 2002 study, there were more than 14,000 middle level schools in the 
U.S., and the authors of the 2002 study invited 14,107 principals to participate with a response 
rate of 10.1% of principals completing at least one section of the survey that was administered 
electronically. The survey was considerably more extensive than previous versions with eight 
total sections. All respondents were asked to complete the first four sections of the survey and 
were then randomly assigned to one of the remaining four sections meaning a completed survey 
involved completing five sections in total. With each section estimated to take 20-30 minutes to 
complete, only 6.5% of participants responded to all five sections and submitted a complete 
survey. 
 The 2002 study was similar to the 1993 study in terms of questions related to 
interdisciplinary teaming, CPT, and advisory. However, for interdisciplinary teaming, 
respondents were asked to identify the percentage of instruction that was taught by the 
interdisciplinary team by each core subject area and grade level. Section 5A, “Instructional 
Practices,” included multiple questions about interdisciplinary teaming, and for the first time in 
the studies discussed here, included questions about specific practices of interdisciplinary teams. 
Within this group of items, there were questions about the amount of CPT. Section 5C included 
several questions about character education which is a common, although not exclusive, 
component of advisory programming. CPT and advisory were considered in the same manner as 
the 1993 study. 
 Like the Alexander and McEwin series of studies, the NASSP series provided insight into 
the development of middle schools. As seen in Table 6, the NASSP series did consider the three 
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primary elements of MSC in the 1993 and 2002 versions. By the 2002 version, there was 
extensive questioning about interdisciplinary teaming and increased inquiry into CPT. Little 
consideration was given to advisory programming. 
Table 6 
Topics Investigated in the NASSP Series 
Authors Year 
Interdisciplinary 
teaming 
Common planning 
time Advisory 
Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, 
and Keefe 
 
1981 No No No 
Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, 
and Melton 
 
1993 Yes Yes Yes 
Valentine, Clark, Hackmann, 
and Petzko 
2002 Yes Yes Yes 
 
The previous survey studies of middle level schools do not focus solely on the practices 
of interdisciplinary teaming, CPT, and advisory. These previous studies do, however, provide a 
balanced, generalized picture of what was occurring in middle level schools across the country. 
While these series of studies were informative in providing a longitudinal understanding of MSC 
trends, they did not examine student achievement, and this is a significant limitation of these 
previous studies. The lack of in-depth statistical analysis of schools practicing MSC, particularly 
as it relates to the academic performance of students was absent.  
As an example, this limitation becomes apparent in the most recent survey study 
(McEwin & Greene, 2011), when the authors attempted to correlate MSC practices with higher 
performing schools. Instead the authors used a converse argument. The authors essentially 
identified schools with high academic achievement, surveyed those schools about specific MSC 
practices, and identified several practices that were more prevalent compared to schools that 
were not grouped into the higher performing group. This finding is not a robust statistical 
argument, and this argument shows no more than a cursory correlation than one would 
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anticipate. It is possible that the authors could have found similar results if they surveyed only 
schools with high rates of affluence and then showed certain practices were more common in 
affluent schools than a more general less affluent population. This would not demonstrate that 
the practices of the more affluent schools actually have a positive effect on academic 
performance. The McEwin and Greene study provides a comparative snapshot of middle schools, 
and it is a fallacy to make recommendations for policy implementation based on broad 
assumptive interpretations of very general data. 
This argument is not intended to diminish the work of the previous survey studies, and 
those studies do inform the literature on what is occurring in schools that serve young 
adolescents. However, it is a concern that this series of survey studies does not take a more 
comprehensive approach to considering the many variables known to influence school academic 
performance (Lubienski & Lubienski, 2014; Lubienski, Lubienski, & Crane, 2008). Recent 
dissertation studies are looking more closely at practices within middle schools and seek 
relationships between performance and MSC implementation. One study (Falbe, 2014) compared 
StW schools to a general sampling of middle schools to identify whether StW schools had higher 
academic outcomes, and another study (Burchell, 2012) compared high academic performing 
middle schools to lower performing middle schools in which all schools were implementing 
teaming, CPT, and advisory. Although Falbe and Burchell were considering different aspects of 
MSC implementation, both were concerned with relationships between implementation and 
academic performance, and, in the case of Falbe, strong consideration was given to comparing 
like schools in order to minimize variance that may be caused by race and class. It is time to take 
the analysis of MSC further by making considerations of race and class a primary part of the 
description of schooling for young adolescents. 
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A Framework for Understanding MSC Implementation 
At the heart of modern educational reform is the notion that certain demographic 
subgroups of students have underperformed White and/or middle-to-upper class peers on 
standardized testing measures resulting in an achievement gap between groups of students 
(Darling-Hammond, 2011). At the same time, school policy has placed, or perhaps misplaced, an 
increasing emphasis on testing (Carey, 2014; Nutall & Doherty, 2014). Whether or not one 
agrees with current achievement-gap-based educational reform, school performance and 
measurement along with analysis by racial and economic subgroups is a reality of school policy. 
As a result, utilizing a lens of achievement gaps is a useful tool for analyzing MSC 
implementation. 
Specifically, an important consideration for this study is whether or not schools that 
implement MSC have an influence on or result in academic achievement. At the same time, an 
important consideration, especially if MSC implementation correlates with higher academic 
performance, is whether or not schools with certain “low-advantage” student subgroups have 
access to MSC. Based on a simple analysis of the StW schools in Illinois, it appears that access 
to MSC may be an underlying issue explaining underperformance of some schools and racial or 
economic subgroups. Instead of a simple achievement gap explanation, there may be an access 
gap in Illinois’ middle grades schools. This section considers the possibility of an access gap in 
Illinois middle schools utilizing a framework of folk belief theory as a rationale for why students 
and their schools may have less access to MSC. 
 However, an additional consideration is necessary when discussing the performance of 
minority student groups. According to the 2014-2015 school year data from the Illinois 
Interactive Report Card (2016), the achievement gap in Illinois exists between White students 
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and three large racial subgroups—Latino/a, African American, and Multiracial students. The gap 
is that these non-White student subgroups perform lower than the White student subgroup. One 
large minority subgroup is the exception: Asian students outperformed White students by 12 
percentage points on the spring 2014 Illinois state PARCC test. Therefore, an important 
consideration is whether specific minority groups who are underperforming White and Asian 
students—Latino/a, African American, and Multiracial students—have access to MSC 
programming. 
The case of Schools to Watch. What follows is a simple analysis of StW schools in 
Illinois compared to the state average that considers two demographic indicators: enrollment of 
White students and students from low-income families as percentages of total school enrollment. 
Although little has been published considering StW related to the achievement gap, one 
significant study found that Kentucky’s StW schools performed higher on academic achievement 
testing than non-Kentucky StW schools (Cook, Faulkner, & Kinne, 2009). Taking the work of 
Cook and colleagues as well as the survey-based studies discussed earlier that specifically 
included StW schools (McEwin & Greene, 2011), one might conclude that schools that 
implement MSC with fidelity have higher academic outcomes than non-StW schools. These 
studies show the usefulness of StW as an indicator of MSC implementation; however, the studies 
do not present analysis of school demographics related to racial or economic sub groups. This 
lack of demographic consideration leads one to consider whether the authors’ findings were a 
result of more advantaged demographics or of actual school performance. At face value, StW 
schools appear to perform better than non-StW schools; however, a recent dissertation study 
comparing StW schools to non-StW schools across four states, including consideration of low-
income and minority enrollment indicators, did not find a statistically significant effect of MSC 
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implementation when considering reading and mathematics achievement only (Falbe, 2014). 
When student demographics are considered, there may be a substantially less positive effect of 
MSC implementation on student achievement. 
 Based on this previous research utilizing StW schools, it becomes necessary to consider 
whether or not there is a substantial demographic difference between StW schools and non-StW 
schools. According to the Illinois Interactive Report Card for 2014-2015, 49.3% of students 
enrolled in all Illinois’ public schools were White and 54.2% were from low-income families 
(2016). According to the Association of Illinois Middle-grade Schools (AIMS) website, there are 
24 StW schools (2016). The schools identified by AIMS have met specific guidelines specified 
by the NFAMGR in order to obtain this designation. The question here is whether or not Illinois’ 
StW school’s demographics reflect the demographics of Illinois public schools?  
In the case of Illinois, demographics of StW schools compared to the general statewide 
data is an important factor to consider because it informs the question of whether or not 
demographic factors should be considered in this study. Of the 24 StW schools identified, eight 
had enrollments of students from low-income families that were higher than the state average, 
and nine schools had enrollments of White students lower than the state average. Of the eight 
schools with high low-income numbers, all five Chicago Public Schools (CPS) in the StW 
sample were represented, and each of these schools also fell into the high non-White enrollment 
group. In fact, CPS schools represented the schools with the lowest enrollment of white students 
and, simultaneously, the highest enrollment of low-income students. Of the four non-CPS 
schools with lower than average white enrollments, one also had higher than average low-income 
student enrollments. In general, most of the StW schools have higher proportions of White 
students and are more affluent than the average Illinois public school (Appendix G). 
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 However, this analysis is not as simple as looking at the schools as equals, as total 
enrollment in the schools varied greatly with a range of 63 to 1,471 enrolled students. To 
consider racial and economic demographic indicators by total population instead of considering 
each school to be equal, it was first necessary to create a weighted enrollment number for 4 of 
the 26 schools that were K-8 or PK-8. These four schools, also all CPS schools, underwent a 
simple enrollment conversion where the total number of students was divided by grade levels 
and then multiplied by three (representing grades 6-8, the grade span of the other 20 schools). An 
assumption was made that grade levels had equivalent enrollments. The 6-8 enrollment number 
for all schools was multiplied by the percentages of students from low-income families and 
White student enrollment, respectively. This yielded a total enrollment for each demographic 
subgroup that was comparable to the whole. The resulting data indicated, again, that the StW 
students are significantly more White than the state average (62.7% White compared to 49.3%) 
and more affluent (30.9% low-income compared to 54.2%). Perhaps the reason these schools 
meet StW criteria is also influenced by the fact that they serve more affluent student populations 
that primarily enroll White students and not because the schools are doing anything particularly 
more innovative or effective. 
 An additional consideration when looking at the StW population in Illinois is school 
performance on standardized testing. Again, StW schools appear much different than the state as 
a whole. The mean score on 2015 PARCC was 33% of students meeting or exceeding state 
standards in math and language arts. Fourteen of the 24 schools performed higher than the state 
average, and the average of the StW schools was 7.5 percentage points higher than the state 
average. When considering actual enrollment in the schools, the StW population mean score was 
46.4% meeting or exceeding, 13.4 percentage points higher than the state average. This data 
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suggests that StW schools perform significantly higher than the state average and are less diverse 
racially/ethnically and have fewer students from low-income families.  
If StW schools represent higher performing, more effective, model middle schools as 
suggested by others (Cook et al., 2009; McEwin & Greene, 2013), then why do the schools 
appear to represent more affluent and more White student populations than the state as a whole? 
This data points to a different type of achievement gap, an access gap. Is it possible that less 
advantaged kids are less likely to attend schools with these better school programming models? 
Folk belief theory. In order to consider the disparity between the average school and a 
StW school in terms of low-income and racial student composition, it is important to consider a 
framework through which to view the issue of access. For purposes of this study, folk belief 
theory presents a rational model for why less advantaged students may be disadvantaged by the 
organizational systems into which they are placed. 
 Stemming from work in the field of curriculum, specifically “critical thinking,” Torff 
(2014) presented folk belief theory as a way of understanding culturally and systematically held 
beliefs about student learners and the appropriateness of particular instructional techniques. The 
theory, based on previous theoretical work around “cultural-historical psychology” (Portes & 
Salas, 2011; Shweder, 1991), is the notion that “human cognition results more from exogenously 
regulated, culturally specified structures and functions than from endogenously regulated, 
genetically specified structures and functions” (Torff, p. 175). Ultimately, school culture is 
learned and very difficult to unlearn. 
At the heart of Torff’s (2014) folk belief theory is the concept that it is a culturally 
constructed belief among educators that more rigorous curriculum is typically provided to high-
advantaged students. His work was substantiated by a series of other studies that found that 
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educators believed less advantaged students, generally referring to students from low-income 
families, were less likely to be exposed to higher level thinking or critical thinking activities 
because it was assumed that the students needed more basic skills instruction (Warburton & 
Torff, 2005; Zohar, Degani, & Vaaknin, 2001). 
Folk belief theory was presented by Torff (2014) as a series of four assumptions that lead 
to a persistent achievement gap (Table 7). First, was the pedagogical belief that students must 
know and understand basic information before being able to apply information. Second, teachers 
and educators hold the assumptive belief that less-advantaged students do not know basic skills. 
Third, because less-advantaged students did not have mastery of basic information the students 
needed a more remedial instructional program. Finally, because the first three assumptions are 
embedded culturally in the beliefs of teachers as a collective group, it is very difficult to change 
these folk beliefs resulting in an inability to influence the achievement gap. Folk belief theory 
uses a research-based theoretical framework to explain how low expectations persist for less-
advantaged students.  
Table 7 
Assumptions of Folk Belief Theory 
Number Assumption 
1 Educators believe “students need to master the facts before they can think for themselves 
productively.” 
 
2 Educators believe disadvantaged students lack lower-order fact skills. Educators 
“favor…remedial curriculum that emphasizes drilling the fundamentals.” 
 
3 Educator beliefs result in “impoverished pedagogy for low-advantage students, introducing a 
systematic bias.” 
 
4 “Folk beliefs are resistant to change…teachers are part of a culture that supports a pedagogy 
that provides low-advantage students limited access to rigorous curriculum and instruction.” 
Note. Summarized from Torff (2014, p. 175). 
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Rigorous curriculum, or lack of access to rigorous curriculum, is often cited as a 
persistent school-based reason that the achievement gap persists. Barton (2004) considered 
rigorous curriculum to be the most important school-based factor to improving student 
achievement; however, he only considered the types of courses, such as Advanced Placement, 
and not the actual quality of instruction in classrooms. Cook (2013) also considered the role of 
Advanced Placement and the need to have rigorous curricular expectations for students, and 
called rigorous curriculum “the factor in lifting each student to reach their potential” (p. 36). 
Nevertheless, students from low-income families as well as minority students are less likely to be 
enrolled in these classes. Other scholars do consider the quality of instruction and the effects on 
student learning and climate, finding a positive correlation between rigorous instruction (based 
on teachers’ actual pedagogical techniques) and positive classroom outcomes (Matsumura, 
Slater, & Crosson, 2008). The issue of access to rigorous curriculum may also be an issue of 
equity (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Noguera, 2009) and acknowledges what Torff theorized is a 
systematically and culturally established belief system of low expectations for our less-
advantaged students. 
Folk belief theory and MSC. There is limited use of folk belief theory in the literature 
and no existing work associating folk belief theory with MSC, and StW schools are only one 
measure of MSC implementation that indicates a particular set of schools that are highly 
implementing MSC schools. Indeed, becoming a StW school is a lengthy process in which many 
highly implementing MSC schools may simply choose not to participate. To draw a direct 
conclusion between the discussion around StW schools here and a broader set of implementing 
middle grades schools is overly simplistic but serves to inform the rationale for why this study is 
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necessary. Ultimately, little quantitative evidence is available that supports directly the academic 
benefits of middle school implementation (Meyer, 2011). 
 The use of folk belief theory along with studies looking at academic performance of 
HSMS (McEwin & Greene, 2010; 2013) or StW schools (Cook et al., 2009; Falbe, 2014) 
suggests that demographic variables are an important consideration when looking at access to 
what is considered quality or “best practice” programming as well as within the context of the 
achievement gap. Additionally, access to MSC practices may actually be of greater value to less 
advantaged students as discussed earlier by Shulkind and Foote (2009), who advocated for the 
MSC of advisory specifically to promote school connectedness within diverse schools. 
 Folk belief theory, applied to MSC implementation, suggests that students from low-
income or non-White families—students historically viewed as low-advantaged or less-
advantaged—may be systematically denied access to better a pedagogical framework, in favor of 
an “impoverished pedagogy” (Torff, 2014, p. 175). That is, if MSC is a better framework for 
educating students, but it is assumed that framework is not focused on remedial instruction 
because it emphasizes concepts such as advisory and teaming, then low-advantaged students are 
less likely to experience high levels of MSC implementation. To pursue this argument requires 
consideration of the levels at which middle grades schools implement MSC, consideration of 
academic outcomes of schools at various levels of implementation, and consideration of whether 
students from less-advantaged groups have access to schools implementing MSC. Folk belief 
theory suggests that students in higher minority, higher low income schools will not have similar 
access to MSC schools compared to their more advantaged peers. 
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Summary 
This literature review explored and provided general context of the MSC and key 
components of MSC. This review established that MSC is a distinct type of developmentally 
responsive schooling designed around the unique needs of young adolescents that has evolved 
over nearly a half-century. Specifically, advisory, interdisciplinary teaming, and CPT were 
explored. The review then considered quantitative measurements of MSC that provided another 
lens for viewing the middle school movement. These quantitative, survey-based studies, when 
viewed as a whole, inform this research by providing foundational data related to the context of 
the current status of MSC in Illinois by placing it into a national, historical framework. Second, 
the studies provided a basis of previously conducted survey research on MSC with validated 
protocols on which to draw for a statewide study of Illinois. Finally, this review considered the 
role of academic achievement in and access to MSC for students as viewed through the 
theoretical lens of folk belief theory (Torff, 2014). The purpose of this discussion was to provide 
a rationale for why race and class should be considered when analyzing MSC as an 
organizational and programmatic framework. For the purposes of this dissertation study, Illinois 
presents a particularly unique state for considering issues of race and class because of the 
diversity of Illinois public schools in terms of race, class, and distribution of resources. Folk 
belief theory would predict that students in less advantaged, higher minority schools would have 
lower access to schools implementing MSC. 
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Chapter Three 
Methodology 
 The purpose of this study was to determine the current levels of Middle School MSC 
implementation in Illinois middle level schools and consider the relationship between MSC 
implementation and demographic indicators as well as academic achievement data outcomes. 
This study utilized a quantitative methodological approach, including a statewide questionnaire 
administered to Illinois middle level school principals, in order to determine implementation 
levels of three MSC signature practices: interdisciplinary teaming, CPT and advisory. In addition 
to the questionnaire, publicly available demographic and academic achievement data related to 
principal-respondents’ schools was collected from public databases for analysis.  
This chapter describes the research questions, research design, population for the study, 
development and validation of the instrument, Institutional Review Board approval, data 
collection, processing, and statistical analysis. 
Research Questions 
This study addressed the following research questions. 
1. What is the current level of MSC implementation in Illinois? 
2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between schools’ relative wealth and levels 
of MSC implementation in Illinois’ schools? 
3. Is there a statistically significant relationship between a school’s student racial/ethnic 
composition, as an aggregate and according to specific racial/ethnic groups, and levels of 
MSC implementation? 
4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between a school’s academic achievement 
levels, based on state mandated standardized tests, and levels of MSC implementation in 
Illinois’ schools? 
5. Is there a statistically significant relationship between a school’s academic achievement 
level, based on state mandated standardized tests and demographics (race/ethnicity, rates 
of free and reduced-price lunch, or operating expenditure per pupil), when using levels of 
MSC implementation in Illinois’ schools as a mediator variable? 
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Research Design 
This quantitative study used survey research methods, through the use of an online 
questionnaire administered through Survey Monkey, to collect data from middle level principals 
in Illinois public school districts. The use of questionnaires is a common practice, and, 
considering the respondents’ easy access to Internet resources as well as the type of information 
being collected, lead to an online questionnaire being an acceptable format for survey 
methodology (Blair, Czaja, & Blair, 2014). Online survey methods are now in use for similar 
data collection (McEwin & Greene, 2013). Survey research is well suited to asking the same set 
of questions of all participants so that responses can be tabulated and reported numerically either 
as frequencies or percentages (Fowler, 2014). 
 As discussed by Blair and colleagues (2014), an online, web-based survey instrument 
carries low costs, can take place over a relatively short time, allows for complexity within the 
questionnaire format, and is a strong method for nonthreatening or non-sensitive topics. Each of 
these considerations, and the anticipated length of about 15 minutes for each respondent to 
complete the questionnaire, made online surveying an appropriate technique for data collection. 
Additionally, survey research design allows for a numeric description of trends and opinions of a 
population and is non-experimental in nature (Creswell, 2014). 
 However, this study was not limited only to survey methodology. The survey data were 
used primarily to answer research question one and provide a basis for statistical analysis 
explored in research questions two through five. Research question one utilized descriptive data 
from the responses to the questionnaire and served to identify the current rate of implementation 
of signature MSC practices in Illinois; based on principals’ responses from the questionnaire, 
respondent schools were given a score of “middle school implementation” ranging from high 
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implementing to non-implementing based on self-reported implementation of signature practices. 
A matrix related to questionnaire responses was used to assign schools an initial MSC 
implementation score (Appendix B). 
Population for the Study 
 This study utilized a single-stage sample (Creswell, 2014) of middle level principals in 
Illinois as determined from public directory data available from ISBE for the 2015-2016 school 
year. According to ISBE there were 607 public, regular education schools with 18 different grade 
configurations defined as middle schools out of a total of 3,934 public, regular education schools 
(ISBE, 2015). However, the working definition of middle schools for this study included only 
students in grades 5-9, and Illinois had 3,301 schools with 71 different grade configurations 
serving students spanning grades 5-9. When applying the full definition for this study, schools 
that served only students of any grade levels ranging only from 5-9 that include at least two 
consecutive grade levels and must include grade 7 (Valentine et al., 2002), there were 610 
Illinois schools that contained combinations of these grade configurations (5-7, n = 2; 5-8, 
n = 96; 6-7, n = 2; 6-8, n = 382; 7-8, n = 127; 7-9, n = 1). Ultimately, four CPS schools (K-8, 
n = 2; P-8, n = 2) that were part of the StW cohort were excluded because those schools do not 
fit the definition of a middle school used for this study. As a result, four Illinois StW schools 
were excluded from this study. 
A Freedom of Information Act request was submitted to ISBE for the names and email 
addresses of the 610 school principals as well as for enrollment, demographic, and academic 
achievement data for each school. The enrollment request included the total number of students 
enrolled by grade. Demographic information included the percentage of students enrolled in 
grades 5-9 by race/ethnicity as well as students qualifying for free and reduced-price lunch for 
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each school. Academic achievement data included the most recent statewide administered 
standardized testing scores in reading, math, and composite by grade level. Because 610 
electronic questionnaires was easily manageable, the entire population of 610 school principals 
identified for this study were contacted via email and invited to complete the questionnaire. 
 Ideally, all 610 school principals would have responded to the survey; however, this was 
unrealistic. In order to determine a necessary sample size for this study, a power analysis for 
ANCOVA using G Power Version 3 was conducted using an R2 of 0.15, and it was determined 
that a sample of at least 73 respondents was needed for this study (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & 
Buchner, 2007). In total, 149 principals provided useable responses to the questionnaire, which 
represented 24.4% of the population. 
Development and Validation of the Instrument 
 The questionnaire used in this study (Appendix C) was developed after an extensive 
review of the literature. A significant portion of the literature review included a review of 
previous national survey studies of middle level schools, and the development of the tool for this 
study was influenced strongly by this body of research. Many questionnaire items were expanded 
or adapted in order to more fully capture the levels of implementation of signature MSC 
components as identified for this study (interdisciplinary teaming, CPT, and advisory). For 
instance, instead of asking simply whether or not CPT was in place, it was necessary to give 
additional consideration to the extent of CPT implementation. 
 During Spring 2015, development of this questionnaire began with close collaboration 
with a University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign dissertation advisor and a member of the 
dissertation committee. Prior to piloting a draft of the questionnaire, rationale for the components 
of the questionnaire were presented for discussion at the national conference of the Association 
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for Middle Level Education in October, 2015. A draft questionnaire was submitted in the spring 
of 2016 to a group of MSC experts that included the current and former directors of the 
NFAMGR, the state director of the Association of Illinois Middle-Grade Schools, and two 
middle grades school researchers. These expert reviewers were asked to provide feedback about 
the content of the questionnaire related to the primary research questions. In addition to being 
experts in the field of middle grades education, this group of five respondents has extensive 
experience working in middle grades schools in Illinois. All expert reviewers completed the 
survey and provided detailed feedback. After this expert review, revisions to the survey occurred. 
 Following the expert review, four former Illinois middle level school principals 
completed the draft questionnaire to obtain their feedback. Each respondent completed the 
questionnaire online (survey logic was inactive during the trial so that all items were visible) and 
provided specific feedback via email. Although the step of collecting practitioner feedback is not 
a pilot or pre-test, this layer of review did reflect how potential respondents for the final study 
survey would view and respond to the questionnaire, and it also provided an estimate of how 
much time respondents would need to complete the questionnaire. As a result of the feedback 
collected during expert and practitioner validation of this instrument, revisions to the 
questionnaire were made prior to initiating the statewide survey. Revisions included rewording 
and reformatting of questions to be more clear to the reader and to have consistency throughout 
the survey. These steps are consistent with the development and administration of online surveys 
(Blair et al., 2014; Fowler, 2014; Nesbary, 2000; Sue & Ritter, 2012). 
 Survey Monkey was selected as the tool for administering the online questionnaire. This 
questionnaire included informed consent, identification of the respondent’s school, general 
questions about MSC signature practices including importance, level of implementation, and 
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plans for future implementation. For each of the three signature practices, there was a series of 
follow-up questions designed to gauge not only the existence of implementation but also the 
levels of implementation including specific types of institutional and day-to-day practices. For 
each signature practice, a space was included for the respondents to provide open-ended 
responses. These open-ended responses were not for statistical analysis but informed the 
description of the current level of MSC implementation in Illinois. Lastly, the questionnaire 
asked the respondents to identify his or her race/ethnicity, gender, length of tenure as middle 
level school principal in the current school setting and any previous middle level school settings. 
In total there were 33 possible questions; however, survey logic was used in order to accelerate 
respondents through questions that were not relevant based on previous question responses. For 
instance, if a respondent indicated that the school did not have Advisory, questions about 
Advisory implementation were automatically skipped. 
Institutional Review Board Approval 
Because this study utilized data collected directly from human subjects, it was necessary 
to consider the legal protections afforded to the respondents and the ethical obligations of the 
researcher. The nature of the data collected for this study posed minimal risk to the respondents. 
The only identifiable information collected was that which requested the respondent to identify 
the school in which he or she was principal. The data collection tool did not collect IP addresses. 
After downloading the data, all respondent schools were coded with a numeric and the key to 
this coding was stored as a hard copy in the researcher’s files and in Box.com with access to this 
key limited to the researcher and the dissertation advisor. With these precautions in place, it is 
important to note that 100% confidentiality was not guaranteed. Again, the purpose of this 
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survey was not to collect data about the principal but about the school; nevertheless maintaining 
confidentiality for the respondents helped ensure greater accuracy of responses. 
 This study followed the guidelines of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
Institutional Review Board protocols and was approved (Appendix D). In accordance with 
human subject criteria, all respondents were informed that his/her participation in the survey was 
voluntary and that he/she could opt out at any time. Because of the minimal risk of this study and 
past precedent of online surveys in research, a signature for informed consent was not obtained 
from respondents; however a form of modified consent was assumed by those voluntarily 
accessing and completing the questionnaire. This procedure for consent was approved by the 
University of Illinois Institutional Review Board. Ethics training was completed by the 
investigator. 
Data Collection, Processing, and Analysis 
The data collection matrix outlined in Appendix A was used to guide the data collection 
and analysis process (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010). For each research question, this matrix 
noted the sources of data and how that data was accessed. Data collection included two major 
sources of data: secondary data that is publicly available through ISBE and the Illinois 
Interactive Report Card and primary survey data collected through the procedures discussed in 
this chapter. 
All active public school principals serving students in grades 5-9 schools that included at 
least two consecutive grade years and which included at least seventh grade were invited to 
participate in this study by completing the online questionnaire hosted by the software survey 
company Survey Monkey. Electronic invitations and consent were approved by IRB (Appendix 
E). The first electronic invitation was sent on April 25, 2016 and contained an embedded link to 
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the questionnaire. The invitation explained the purpose of the study, date for completion of the 
online questionnaire, and procedures for completing the questionnaire. Following the initial 
invitation to participate, each non-respondent was sent an email weekly reminding him/her to 
complete the questionnaire. Three reminder emails were sent to potential respondents. Because it 
became apparent that some respondent emails blocked the receipt of emails from Survey 
Monkey, the final email request was sent directly from the researcher’s University of Illinois 
email account with a general link to the survey. In total, 149 principals provided useable 
responses. 
Access to the online data was password protected. Following the completion of the data 
collection window, all data were downloaded and maintained in Box.com with the original data 
deleted from the Survey Monkey account. After downloading the data, all respondent schools 
were coded with a numeric and the key to this coding was stored as a hard copy in the 
researcher’s files and in Box.com with access to this key limited to the researcher and the 
dissertation advisor. 
 This study was dependent on accurate, timely data collected from the primary survey 
instrument. Data were collected directly from principal respondents related to their perceptions 
of MSC implementation in the principal’s respective school. Data were not highly sensitive as 
most survey questions related to publicly available data and the perceptions of the respondents. 
Survey data was warehoused in a secure, online data collection system, Box.com. Statistical 
processing and analysis utilized SPSS. 
Statistical procedures. The independent variables in this study were the individual 
school percentage of students who qualified for federal free and reduced-price lunch, operating 
expenditure per pupil, individual school percentages of non-White students (utilizing specific 
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racial subgroup category percentages of Asian, African American, Latino/a, and multiracial). An 
additional variable related to race was also considered, and this variable was called 
underrepresented minority which included all students except for White and Asian students. The 
individual school percentage of students scoring composite 4 or 5 on the 2015 PARCC test 
administered to all public middle school students during the spring 2015 was also an independent 
variable. The dependent variables of this study were the individual school score of MSC 
implementation and individual school percentage of students scoring composite four or five on 
the 2015 PARCC test.  
Data analysis. Data analysis required careful determination of the MSC implementation 
score (the primary dependent variable). The initial survey data was scored, as per Appendix B, 
resulting in all respondent schools having a continuous MSC implementation score of between 0 
and 46. Survey questions and their subsequent scores were based on a variety of “best practice” 
implementation recommendations explored in the literature review. For each area, teaming, 
advisory, and CPT, a score was generated. Within each area there were multiple subgroups of 
types of implementation. For example, there were questions about length and structure of CPT as 
well as questions about activities during CPT. This method yielded three scores: a score for 
teaming with CPT (Teaming), a score for advisory (Advisory), and a combined score for teaming 
with CPT and advisory (Composite). Teaming was valued at 24 points and Advisory at 22 with 
the Composite totaling 46. This difference in point value between Teaming and Advisory was 
arbitrary. A detailed breakdown of scoring for each school as well as school enrollment and 
demographic data is available in Appendix F. 
Internal scoring validation occurred in two ways. First, for each of the broad topics of 
teaming, CPT, and advisory, there were multiple data points so that no single answer within a 
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topic could substantially distort the result for a school. An example of how this use of multiple 
data points for one indicator was useful was in the area of teaming. On one question regarding 
teaming, 25 respondents indicated some level of teaming, and on a subsequent question these 25 
respondents indicated no teaming. Each of these individual questions regarding teaming was 
valued with a possible score of two points (four total). The inconsistency was reasonably 
controlled by placing these four possible points within the context of 20 other points regarding 
teaming implementation or lack of teaming implementation. The second scoring validation 
occurred through an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) which confirmed the use of Teaming 
and Advisory scores as separate, valid indicators.  
Each of these three scores, Teaming, Advisory, and Composite, was considered in order 
to determine the most reliable variable or variables to use. Prior to collecting the data, it was 
anticipated that the Composite score would be the best predictor; however, this approach to 
determine the MSC implementation score assumed a level of arbitrariness, and an EFA approach 
was used to determine the optimal number of factors and to weight the survey answers using 
principal axis factoring. This EFA on teaming suggested a one-factor solution, which explained 
74.9% of the variance in responses. This result indicates that it was appropriate to sum the scored 
survey responses related to teaming because that set of questions essentially tap one subject. An 
EFA on Advisory also suggested a single-factor solution, which explained 69.3% of the variance 
in responses. A third EFA on all teaming and advisory variables together suggested two distinct 
factors that together explained 72.0% of the variance in the variables. Therefore, I proceeded to 
analyze the summed Teaming and Advisory scales separately. 
The next step was to look at a scatter plot comparing summed Advisory and Teaming 
scores, and this scatter showed four distinct subgroups (Figure 1). Therefore, this study  
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Figure 1. Scatter plot of advisory and teaming scores with cluster names. 
proceeded with a cluster analysis. A Ward’s cluster analysis is the most frequently used cluster 
analysis in education and social sciences research and is most likely to yield groups of similar 
sizes. The largest proportional jump in the coefficient suggested four clusters which clearly 
corresponded to the four groups in the scatter plot. The Ward’s cluster analysis was conducted, 
and schools were statistically assigned to four groups of MSC implementation for analysis in 
research questions two through five (Table 8). Cluster one represented schools with high teaming 
and high advisory implementation (n = 51; 37.2%). Cluster two included schools with low or no 
levels of teaming and high levels of advisory implementation (n = 18; 13.1%). Cluster three 
included schools with high levels of teaming and low or no levels of advisory (n = 50; 36.5%), 
And the final group, Cluster 4, was made up of schools with low or no levels of teaming and low 
or no levels of advisory implementation (n = 18; 13.1%). Overall, the proportion of schools 
implementing teaming was high (73.7%), and advisory implementation in the schools was 
medium (50.3%). Theory and prior research would suggest that the 51 schools with high levels 
Cluster 1 
Cluster 4 
Cluster 3 
Cluster 2 
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of teaming and high levels of advisory (schools fully implementing MSC according to this 
study), would prove to be “more effective” than schools not fully implementing MSC.  
Table 8 
MSC Clusters With Descriptions, Number, and Percent of Schools 
Cluster Description Number of schools Percent of schools 
1 High teaming and high advisory 51 37.2 
2 Low or no levels of teaming and high 
levels of advisory 
18 13.1 
3 High levels of teaming and low or no 
levels of advisory 
50 36.5 
4 Low or no levels of teaming and low or 
no levels of advisory 
18 13.1 
 
To verify that the clusters were distinct on the clustering variables, a one-way ANOVA 
on Teaming by cluster and one-way ANOVA on Advisory by cluster was conducted. Because of 
unequal variances by groups, the Welch’s robust ANOVA was used: for Teaming, F(3,52.7) = 
697.1, p <.001, for Advisory, F(3,49.6) = 763.2, p <.001. A post hoc Games-Howell test 
confirmed that, for Advisory, clusters 1 and 2 scored higher than clusters 3 and 4, and for 
Teaming, clusters 1 and 4 scored higher than clusters 3 and 2. To see a listing of all schools and a 
comparison of the schools demographics, survey scoring, and MSC cluster see Appendix F. 
As a result of this statistical testing, a continuous variable for MSC implementation was 
not used; likewise, a continuous variable for Teaming and Advisory was not used. Instead the 
clustered groupings were used as the variable in research questions two and three. For research 
questions four and five, two different clusters were used, and those clusters consisted of the high 
implementing advisory schools (clusters 1 and 2) and the high implementing teaming schools 
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(clusters 1 and 3). The purposes of this distinction was to determine if there was a main effect on 
PARCC scores of Teaming, Advisory, or a Teaming by Advisory interaction. 
 Research question one did not require statistical analysis other than chi-square testing, as 
the results of the survey generally were reported as simple percentages or frequencies. Chi-
square tests were used to compare frequency and occurrence on one set of indicators for both 
teaming and advisory in order to determine the significance of the differences between the 
responses to similar questions. The questionnaire included all public school middle level 
principals in Illinois in order to identify and report the perceived levels of MSC implementation. 
This initial survey data was used to describe the current rates of MSC implementation related to 
signature practices per respondents’ self-reports. 
Research questions two and three used ANOVA to predict the value of the dependent 
variable when using a single independent variable. Research question two considered whether or 
not there was a statistically significant relationship between schools’ student rates of 
qualification for federal free and reduced-price lunch and the clustered groupings of MSC 
implementation as well as the operating expenditure per pupil and the clustered grouping MSC 
implementation. Research question three considered whether or not there was a statistically 
significant relationship between schools with higher rates of total racial/ethnic minority 
enrollment and the clustered groupings of MSC implementation. Racial/ethnic minority was 
considered as an aggregate of all non-White students and as separate racial/ethnic groups. 
Additionally, research question three considered whether or not there was a statistically 
significant relationship between schools with higher rates of underrepresented minority groups 
(all racial/ethnic groups except White and Asian) and the clustered groupings of MSC 
implementation. The consideration of underrepresented minorities as a different variable than all 
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non-White students for research question three was necessary because there is no negative 
achievement gap between White and Asian student subgroups. For example, according to the 
Illinois Interactive Report Card (2016), on the 2015 composite PARCC scores, 42% seventh 
grade White students met or exceeded compared to 66% of Asian students. Using the same 
metric, African American students were at 14%, Latino/a students at 22%, and Multiracial 
students at 37%. Overall, White and Asian students outperformed students in the 
underrepresented minority groups category. 
For research questions four and five, two different clusters were used instead of the 
clustered grouping of MSC implementation applied in research questions two and three, and 
those clusters consisted of the high implementing advisory schools (clusters 1 and 2) and the 
high implementing teaming schools (clusters 1 and 3). Research question four considered the 
relationship between academic achievement levels on the 2015 PARCC and MSC 
implementation. For research question four, a repeated measures two-way ANOVA was 
completed in order to consider the possibility of non-additive effects of Advisory and Teaming 
on PARCC scores. Research question five utilized a mediation model in order to identify 
whether racial demographics or rates of free and reduced-price lunch had statistically significant 
effects on academic achievement when using as a mediator variable. The premise of this research 
question was that demographics affect implementation and implementation affects academic 
outcomes. The use of the mediator variable was intended to clarify the relationship between the 
independent and dependent variables (Baron & Kenny, 1986). The underlying theoretical 
framework of this study, folk belief theory, suggested that race and poverty have an effect on 
MSC implementation and that MSC implementation has an effect on academic outcomes. Thus it 
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was anticipated that MSC implementation will have a mediating effect on the relationship 
between demographics and academic achievement.  
Summary 
This chapter described the research questions, research design, population for the study, 
development and validation of the instrument, Institutional Review Board approval, data 
collection, processing, and statistical analysis used in this study. Fundamentally, this study 
involved a statewide survey of 610 Illinois middle level principals, to determine their perceptions 
of MSC implementation in their respective schools. That survey data was analyzed and scaled 
into a MSC implementation score that was used to conduct ANOVAs to determine if there were 
statistically significant relationships between MSC implementation and demographic variables 
and/or academic performance. 
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Chapter Four 
Results 
 The purposes of this study were two-fold: to determine, through survey data, the status of 
MSC implementation in public middle schools in Illinois and to run a series of inferential tests to 
determine whether MSC implementation has a statistically significant relationship to variables 
such as academic achievement, race, and/or poverty. This chapter contains a description of MSC 
implementation in Illinois based on this study and the findings of the relevant statistical tests 
performed in order to answer the research questions of this study. 
Research Question One: What is the current level of MSC implementation in Illinois? 
 As described in Chapter Three, 610 Illinois public middle level schools were eligible to 
be part of the study sample. When the survey was initially administered, 612 schools were 
identified. Two schools were subsequently removed. One was removed because the school 
included a first-grade class that was not identified previously, and the other was removed 
because the school did not exist during the prior school year for which academic performance 
data was available. Of the 610 remaining schools, 167 principals initiated the survey (27.4% of 
610) and four declined consent (2.4% of 167).  
Respondent demographics. One-hundred forty-nine principals consented to participate 
in the survey and provided responses to the questions, yielding a response rate of 24.4%. Of the 
167 principals initiating the survey, 149 principals provided some useable data, 141 completed 
the survey, and 137 completed the survey and respondent demographic questions. Of the 137 
principals who provided responses to the demographic questions, 89.8% identified as White and 
66.4% as male. The typical respondent had served as principal of his/her current school for 5.4 
years (R = 1-19) and at any middle school for 7.3 years (R = 1-24). Table 9 shows the mean 
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tenure of respondents. More than 31% of principals were in their first or second year at their 
current school, and 61.8% of principals were in their first five years at their current middle 
school. Most respondents served as principal only at their current schools, with 66.2% reporting 
only ever serving as principal at the current school for a mean tenure of 5.8 years (R = 1-19). 
Respondents were not asked to report if they had other types of administrative experience within 
middle level schools or other school levels. This most recent national data, from the 2011-2012 
school year, indicated that of all public school principals, 80.3% were White and 48.4% were 
male with a typical tenure as principal of 7.2 years, and, at the secondary level 22.7% of 
principals had been principals for 3 or fewer years (Hill, Ottem, & DeRoche, 2016).   
Table 9 
Respondent Number of Years as a Middle School Principal (n = 136) 
Years 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 ≥16 
Any middle school 23 38 40 27 8 
Current school 43 41 34 15 3 
 
 School enrollment and demographics. Schools sampled for this study were limited to 
those only with grades 5-9 that included at least two consecutive grades and must include grade 
7. As shown in Table 10, the sample involved more than 310,000 students and the respondents  
represented more than 82,000 of those students. Roughly one quarter of the students attending 
Illinois middle grades schools were represented in this study, and 97% of the students in this 
sample attend a middle grades school containing grades 6-8. The questionnaire reached 
principals representing about one quarter of the students in each of the grade subgroups statewide 
with greater variance in grades five and nine which had significantly smaller enrollments.  
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Table 10 
Enrollment by Grade Level of all Middle Schools in Illinois and by Respondent Schools 
Grade 5 6 7 8 9 All grades 
All middle schools (n = 610) 
 
8,784 81,109 109,410 110,377 463 310,143 
Respondent schools (n = 149) 
 
1,878 22,749 28,705 28,859 443 82,634 
Respondent schools as 
percentage of total middle 
school enrollment 
21.4% 28.0% 26.2% 26.1% 95.7% 26.6% 
 
As shown in Table 11, one middle grades school in Illinois currently serves ninth grade, 
and that school was one of the respondent schools. It is interesting to note that 24 of the 610 
sample schools served at least one student who fell outside the range of the students typically 
served in the building. For example, 15 schools housed a total of 21 students in ninth grade but 
only one was considered by ISBE to be a school serving ninth graders. These schools were not 
excluded from the sample because the numbers served by the schools did not represent a large 
percentage of the total school population. Overall, 99% of Illinois middle grades schools are 5-6-
7-8, 6-7-8, or 7-8 schools with the 6-7-8 grade span serving as the model for 62.6% of Illinois 
middle schools. Although detailed national data on grade span is not readily available, this 
finding is consistent with the national shift away from 10-11-12 high schools to high schools that 
include grade 9 (Snyder, De Brey, & Dillow, 2016, p. 69), and the broad national shift from 
junior highs to middle schools (NCES, 2015). 
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Table 11 
Middle School Grade spans for all Middle Schools in Illinois and by Respondent Schools 
Grade Span 
All middle schools 
(n = 610) 
Percent of all middle 
schools with same 
grade span 
Respondent schools 
(n = 149) 
Percent of respondent 
schools with the same 
grade span 
5-6-7 2 0.3 0 0 
5-6-7-8 96 15.7 22 14.8 
6-7 2 0.3 1 0.7 
6-7-8 382 62.6 103 69.1 
7-8 127 20.8 22 14.8 
7-8-9 1 0.2 1 0.7 
 
 Comparing the sample schools to the respondent schools, the size of the schools and 
specific population subgroups of the schools were considered. Table 12 shows enrollments of the 
sample compared to the respondent schools. On average, sample schools had smaller enrollments 
than the respondent group, but the sample schools had a larger range of enrollment that included 
both the largest and smallest middle grades schools in Illinois.  
Table 12 
Total School Enrollments for all Middle schools in Illinois and by Respondent Schools 
Schools Range Mean Median Mode 
Sample schools  (n = 610) 22-2,761 508.4 462 194 
Respondent schools (n = 149) 38-2,209 554.6 495 199 
 
Table 13 shows school populations by race, which is reported in both raw percentages 
and weighted percentages. The weighted percentage was applied so that each student enrolled 
had the same value instead of giving smaller and larger schools the same value. In order to 
determine the weighted percentage, raw percentages were multiplied by the enrollment. Using 
the unweighted value treats all schools equally regardless of enrollment size. Whether using 
weighted or unweighted enrollment, the respondent schools were less racially diverse than the 
state’s school population. The difference between the respondent and sample schools was 9.2% 
more White when comparing the weighted enrollments. Similarly, the respondent sample was 
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7.1% more Asian. The respondent population was less diverse when considering that Black, 
Hispanic, and Multi-Racial subgroups were less represented in the sample at 64.7%, 9.5%, and 
8.8% lower, respectively. Similarly, as shown in Table 14, the respondent schools represented a 
student population that had fewer students from low income households, as represented by FRL, 
than the sample, and schools represented in the sample had fewer students from low income 
households than the state average. 
Table 13 
Percentage School Enrollments by Race for all Middle Schools in Illinois, by Respondent 
Schools Compared to the Stage Average Enrollment by Race For all Grades 
 
Schools White Black Hispanic Asian 
Native 
Hawaiian 
Native 
American 
Multi-
Racial 
Sample schools  
(n = 610) 
 
64.8 11.5 16.3 3.9 0.1 0.3 3.2 
Sample schools 
weighted enrollment 
 
58.2 11.6 21.3 5.0 0.1 0.3 3.4 
Respondent schools  
(n = 149) 
 
68.3 7.4 16.8 4.4 0.1 0.2 2.8 
Respondent schools 
weighted enrollment 
 
63.1 7.5 20.3 5.7 0.1 0.2 3.0 
State average all 
grades 
49.3 17.5 25.1 4.6 0.1 0.3 3.1 
 
Table 14 
 
Percentage of School Enrollments by Low Income Status for all Middle Schools in Illinois, by 
Respondent Schools Compared to the Stage Average Enrollment by Race for all Schools 
 
School Percent Low Income 
Sample Schools (n = 610) 47.4 
Sample Schools Weighted Enrollment 45.9 
Respondent Schools (n = 149) 41.6 
Respondent Schools Weighted Enrollment 38.2 
State Average All Grades 54.2 
 
In general, the 610 middle grades schools, as defined in this study, are less diverse both 
racially and economically than the state’s school population as a whole. The demographic data 
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for the middle grades schools in Illinois indicates that students who attend middle schools are 
more likely to be from non-low-income households and to be White or Asian when compared to 
the state averages. Within the middle grades sample, respondent schools were even more likely 
to be from non-low-income households and to be White or Asian. Part of this disparity is 
explainable by the absence of Chicago Public Schools’ K-8 schools that serve a significant 
percentage of Illinois’ low income and non-White student population. 
 School academic outcomes. Spring 2015 was the first time students in Illinois took the 
PARCC test, and the data in Table 15 shows that the statewide average on the test was that 33%  
of students were proficient or exceeded the measured academic indicators. On average, the 
state’s middle schools scored higher than the state when using the weighted enrollment averages. 
The state’s scores represent an average of all grades 3-8, and the scores for the schools in this 
study represent only the grades tested in the school. Students attending middle grades schools in 
Illinois scored 10.6% higher than the state average when comparing the sample weighted 
enrollment to the state average Composite PARCC. Using the same measure, the respondent 
schools scored 11.0% higher than the sample school population and 22.8% higher than the state 
average. 
Table 15 
 
Average School PARCC Scores by Content Area for All Middle Schools in Illinois and by 
Respondent Schools Compared to the Stage Average 
 
School Composite English Language Arts Math 
Sample Schools (n = 610) 33.9 39.1 28.7 
Sample Schools Weighted Enrollment 36.5 41.6 31.3 
Respondent Schools (n = 149) 37.2 42.1 32.3 
Respondent Schools Weighted Enrollment 40.5 45.2 35.7 
State Average of All Grades 33.0 37.7 28.2 
 
MSC implementation practices. This section reports the respondent schools’ data from 
the study questionnaire. In broadest terms, the survey was designed to first look at principals’ 
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perceptions of the MSC practices of teaming and advisory. Additional questions provided insight 
into each school’s level of implementation of teaming and advisory. Survey data are reported 
here. 
The first set of questions asked principals to identify whether they thought teaming and 
advisory were important characteristics and to what extent their school does or does not 
implement these MSC characteristics. The intent of this type of questioning was to allow 
principals to self-identify based on a simple definition without having to demonstrate other 
indicators of implementation such as, for example, frequency of team meetings or size of 
advisory classes. Tables 16 and 17 show that much higher rates of teaming and the perceived 
importance of teaming exists than advisory. Illinois middle schools are implementing teaming to 
some extent in 88.6% of respondent schools compared to only 54.4% of schools implementing 
advisory. Of teams partially or fully implementing teaming, 58% of those schools also had some 
level of advisory, and the schools reporting no teaming were not likely to have advisory with 
none of those schools reporting full advisory implementation. 
Table 16 
Principal Reported Teaming and Advisory Importance (n = 149) 
Characteristic Little or no Somewhat Very important 
Teaming 2.7% (4) 17.4% (26) 79.9% (119) 
Advisory 24.2% (36) 35.6% (53) 50.4% (60) 
 
Table 17 
Principal Reported Teaming and Advisory Current Implementation (n = 149) 
 
Characteristic None Partial Full 
Teaming 11.4% (17) 26.8% (40) 61.7% (9) 
Advisory 45.6% (68) 29.5% (44) 24.8% (37) 
 
 Principals were asked to share more about the specific organization of their middle 
schools. As noted previously, there were a variety of grade span patterns, and principals were 
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asked to indicate if their school applied MSC practices at all grade levels. Of the 149 
respondents, 140 indicated that all grade levels in the school were part of the middle school 
program. Of the 9 schools that did not include all students as part of the middle school program, 
7 schools were 5-6-7-8 schools that did not consider fifth graders and two were 6-7-8 that did not 
consider sixth graders as part of the middle school. 
Interdisciplinary teaming and common planning time. When asked if interdisciplinary 
teaming was in place in at least one grade level, 108 of 149 respondents indicated teaming was in 
place. The difference in this response and the data in Table 17, a 16-percentage point drop, 
demonstrates the necessity of asking clarifying questions from principals regarding what teaming 
means and looks likes to them. Of these 108 schools, 99 indicated that teaming occurred 
schoolwide. The nine schools not implementing teaming schoolwide tended to not have teaming 
at the higher grade levels, none had teaming for their eighth graders. Because an important 
indicator of teaming is that all students on a team are taught by teachers who are part of the team 
for the core subjects (typically math, science, language arts, and social studies), an indicator of 
the type of teaming included asking principals to identify if students are provided instruction in 
core classes from on-team teachers. Of the 108 schools reporting teaming in at least one grade 
level, 59.2% specified that students were taught exclusively by the teachers of their team for a 
“teaming” subject. Principals indicated that 32.4% of their schools had teams where students 
may be taught by a non-team teacher for a “teaming” subject, not including students receiving 
special services such as special education or bilingual instruction. Principals reported that 
teaming does vary according to the grade level in at least 19% of the schools. Table 18 shows the 
detailed breakdown of responses regarding whether on-team teachers were the primary 
instructors of on-team students. About 13% of schools reported some combination of on- and 
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off-team services that varied by grade level. Within this 13%, it was implied that it was possible, 
for example, that one grade had self-contained teaming in place but not at another grade level. 
The variation by grade level is consistent with the survey data that teaming was not in place at all 
grade levels and that 6% of the total survey respondents (n = 149) indicated that they do not 
consider all grades to be part of their school’s “middle school program.”  
Table 18 
 
Identification of Whether On-Team Teachers are the Primary Instructors of On-Team Students 
(n = 108) 
 
Responses 
Total respondents 
indicating answer 
Answered 
both a and b 
Answered 
both b and c 
Answered 
both a and c 
Answered 
a, b, and c 
(a) Students are taught only 
by the teachers of their team 
for a “teaming” subject. 
66 5  4 1 
(b) Students may be taught 
by a non-team teacher for a 
“teaming” subject (exclusive 
of special education or 
bilingual/ESL services). 
35 5 4  1 
(c) Teaming varies by grade 
level. 
22  4 4 1 
Note. Respondents could provide multiple answers. 
 
 Planning time is a component of teaming, and principals identified both the length and 
frequency of both individual and team planning time in a typical five-day week (Tables 19-20). 
Common planning, in the middle schools reporting having teams, occurred at least 5 days per 
week in 75.5% of the schools. With less frequency, 69.8% of schools reported having at least 5 
days per week of individual planning time. Most planning periods fell around the 40-minute 
mark, with 82.1% of common planning periods and 78.3% of individual planning periods 
ranging from 31-50 minutes. This data indicates that most schools that are teaming provided at 
least one common and one individual planning period daily for teachers with about 40 minutes of 
planning time per session. 
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Table 19 
 
Number of Individual and Common Planning Periods Reported in a Typical Five-Day Week (n = 
106) 
 
Periods 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 >10 
Common 4 6 8 3 4 66 0 2 0 11 1 
Individual 17 5 2 4 4 64 1 1 2 5 1 
 
Table 20 
 
Average Length of Individual and Common Planning Periods Reported in a Typical Five-Day 
Week (n = 106) 
 
 Mean length per period in minutes 
Periods 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 >60 
Common 5 0 0 31 56 9 5 
Individual 11 2 2 28 55 6 3 
 
 However, there was great variation within the data set regarding teaming and 
organizational practices, and this is evident in the 32 responses to the open-ended question 
related to teaming and CPT. Several schools reported that planning time was a blended model in 
which individual and CPT, which may occur at the same time, were left to teachers and teams to 
decide how frequently to meet as a team to conduct team business or to use the time for 
independent planning purposes. Additionally, interdisciplinary team planning time did not 
always mean that teams had autonomy for that time. Some principals specifically referenced 
using the time for building administrative tasks dictated by the school administration, and three 
principals described a hybrid PLC model for planning. Even though most schools were 
implementing CPT, there was great variation in how that time was used and what it looked like. 
 An important consideration for this study was the extent to which interdisciplinary 
teaming time was used to advance supporting students in their learning and/or social emotional 
well-being. Principals were prompted with a series of types of activities common during 
interdisciplinary planning time. In the first series of questions, principals were asked to identify 
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the frequency with which these activities were expected to occur and then the value or 
importance the principal placed on the activity. The respondent data is shown in Tables 21 and 
22. Discussing the needs of individual students was easily the most frequently expected type of 
activity with 91.5% of principals expecting these discussions to occur always or often, but the 
least frequent activity of the teams was to meet with the students with only 28.4% of principals 
reporting this activity expected always or often. Likewise, meeting with parents was relatively 
low, occurring only 39.6% of the time. The expected frequency of activities was mirrored in the 
data regarding the importance principals placed on the activities. Discussing the individual needs 
of students was rated as extremely or very important by 95.2% of respondents.   
Table 21 
 
Indication of the Frequency With Which Each Type of Activity is Expected to Occur During Each 
Interdisciplinary Team CPT (n = 106) 
  
Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Team members keep written records of the 
discussions and decision made during team 
meetings. 
52 18 22 11 3 
Team members work together to develop 
integrated learning/curriculum during their 
team meetings. 
19 42 34 10 1 
Team members discuss the needs of 
individual students and develop plans for 
addressing those needs. 
50 47 8 0 1 
Team members meet with parents during 
their team meetings. 
6 36 45 15 4 
Team members meet with students during 
their team meetings. 
6 25 48 25 2 
Team members meet with other support 
staff. 
12 42 39 11 2 
Team members coordinate student 
assignments and/or assessments. 
26 52 23 4 1 
Team members collaborate on instructional 
strategies and/or assessments. 
23 45 34 3 1 
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Table 22 
 
Indication of the Importance of Each Type of Activity Occurring During Each Interdisciplinary 
Team CPT (n = 104) 
 
Activity 
Extremely 
important 
Very 
important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
Team members keep written records of the 
discussions and decision made during team 
meetings. 
48 30 16 9 1 
Team members work together to develop 
integrated learning/curriculum during their 
team meetings. 
43 41 16 4 0 
Team members discuss the needs of 
individual students and develop plans for 
addressing those needs. 
72 27 5 0 0 
Team members meet with parents during 
their team meetings. 
25 36 35 6 2 
Team members meet with students during 
their team meetings. 
26 36 30 11 1 
Team members meet with other support 
staff. 
28 49 21 6 0 
Team members coordinate student 
assignments and/or assessments. 
44 44 15 1 0 
Team members collaborate on instructional 
strategies and/or assessments. 
61 33 8 2 0 
 
At the same time, meeting with parents and/or students was rated as the least frequent 
activity but rated as extremely or very important—58.7% and 59.6% of the time respectively. In 
the area of meeting with parents and students, principals appeared to want these activities to 
occur more frequently than they do occur as there was a statistically significant difference 
between importance and occurrence, and in every category, there was a higher importance than 
occurrence of types of activities. Chi-square tests showed that while there was a difference 
between the frequency and occurrence of activities, there was only a large effect in the area of 
collaborating on instructional strategies and/or assessments (Table 23). 
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Table 23 
 
Chi-square Tests of Frequency of CPT Activities Compared to Value/Occurrence of Activities 
 
Activity χ2 df p φ Effect 
Team members keep written records of the 
discussions and decision made during team 
meetings. 
5.29 4 .071 .15 Small 
Team members work together to develop 
integrated learning/curriculum during their 
team meetings. 
19.34 4 <.001 .30 Medium 
Team members discuss the needs of 
individual students and develop plans for 
addressing those needs. 
11.05 3 .004 .23 Small/ 
medium 
Team members meet with parents during 
their team meetings. 
17.40 4 <.001 .29 Medium 
Team members meet with students during 
their team meetings. 
24.40 4 <.001 .34 Medium 
Team members meet with other support 
staff. 
15.79 4 <.001 .27 Small/ 
medium 
Team members coordinate student 
assignments and/or assessments. 
9.76 4 .008 .21 Medium 
Team members collaborate on instructional 
strategies and/or assessments. 
36.32 4 <.001 .42 Medium/ 
large 
 
Overall, teaming, at some level, existed in 72.4% to 88.6% of the respondent schools 
(n = 149) depending on which measure of teaming was used. In this study, the teaming structure 
with CPT was implemented around providing support for students. This structure was evidenced 
by the high frequency and value of discussing students during common planning time (occurring 
always or often 91.5% of the time) and the high frequency of serving students instructionally 
through the teaming structure (59.2% of students were taught only by the teachers of their team 
for a “teaming” subject). 
Advisory. When compared to teaming implementation, advisory was a much less 
common practice in Illinois’ middle grades schools. In the initial survey question related to 
implementation (Table 17), principals reported 54.3% of their schools to be implementing 
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advisory fully or partially compared to 88.6% of schools indicating teaming in the same 
question. When asked if the school had an advisory program that included all, or nearly all, 
students in at least one grade level, 51.1% of principal respondents indicated having advisory 
(n = 141), and 48.2% of the respondents indicated that advisory programming was in place at all 
grade levels. Of the five schools indicating not having advisory at every grade level, 4 of 5 did 
not have advisory in eighth grade, 3 of 5 did not have seventh grade advisory, and all had sixth 
grade advisory. Of these five, three schools were 5-8, and one did not have advisory. Similar to 
the data on teaming, it appeared that schools not implementing at all grade levels were more 
likely to implement at the lower grade levels and not the upper grade levels. 
 Next, the survey considered the frequency and length of advisory sessions (Table 24). Of 
the 69 schools with advisory that responded, 56.5% of schools had daily advisory, and 31.9% of 
schools had advisory only once or less than one time per week; 88.4% of schools reported that 
the advisory met at least once weekly. The most frequent mean length of advisory sessions was 
21-30 minutes, and 62% of schools reported that advisory sessions ranged from 11-30 minutes. 
Of the 10 schools reporting advisory sessions of 41-60 minutes, one school met daily for 45 
minutes and the other nine schools met only once per week or less than once per week. Schools 
with the longest length of session typically had the least frequent number of sessions. The mean 
length of advisory session for schools meeting once or less than one day per week was 37.2 
minutes, and the mean length of session for advisories that met daily was 21.6 minutes. 
However, when multiplying the length of session by the frequency of sessions, schools that met 
more frequently also had more instructional contact time for advisory. These data indicate that 
most schools with advisory met at least weekly and for 11-30 minutes, and schools that met with 
greater frequency also devoted more time to advisory programming. 
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Table 24 
 
Frequency of Advisory Sessions Reported in a Typical Five-Day Week Related to Indicators of 
Advisory Implementation (n = 69) 
 
Frequency of sessions per week <1 1 2 3 4 5 
Number of schools reporting session frequency 8 14 3 3 2 39 
Mean length of session in minutes 21.6 33.5 28.3 25.0 32.5 21.6 
Mean weekly contact minutes  N/A 33.5 56.6 75 130 108 
Mean number of students per advisory group 22.6 19 14.3 20 23 18.5 
 
 Another consideration for advisory implementation was the number of students in an 
advisory section or class and whether the school’s full staff was involved in advisory 
implementation. In this sample of 69 schools implementing advisory, the majority (55.1%) 
indicated that not all certified staff were responsible for an advisory group. Reasons for not 
having all staff included staffing conflicts within a school or district and supporting advisories in 
other ways such as academic or behavioral interventions. The most common reason given for not 
having all teachers with an advisory was that advisory was limited to on-team teachers and off-
team teachers had other responsibilities. The range of advisory groups was 4-50 students, with a 
mean of 19.1 students per advisory group. There was no clear relationship between the number 
of sessions per week and the size of the group; however, in schools that reported all certified 
staff having an advisory group, those advisory groups had, on average, 5.5 fewer students. 
 Similar to teaming, a significant consideration for this study was the extent to which 
advisory time was used to advance supporting students in their learning and/or social emotional 
well-being. To do this, principals were prompted with a series of types of activities common 
during advisory time. In the first series of questions, principals were asked to identify the 
frequency with which these activities were expected to occur and then the value or importance 
the principal placed on the activity. The respondent data are shown in Tables 25 and 26. Unlike 
the section on teaming, not all of the advisory indicators in the survey were considered positive 
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indicators, particularly indicators that focused on administrative or procedural tasks; 
nevertheless, these activities may be common to some advisories.  
Table 25 
 
Indication of the Frequency With Which Each Type of Activity Is Expected to Occur During 
Each Advisory Session (n = 69) 
 
Answer options Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Individual student conferences 1 16 35 12 5 
Group discussions 12 48 8 1 0 
Parties, informal “fun” activities, team 
building activities 
1 25 30 13 0 
Social-emotional learning activities, 
character education 
19 32 16 2 0 
Study skills or other academic activities 4 30 30 4 1 
Announcements 19 12 14 14 10 
Distributing materials 9 13 23 14 10 
School administrative tasks 7 6 26 18 12 
Study hall / homework completion 5 16 8 19 21 
Test taking / test prep 1 9 21 20 18 
Career exploration 1 13 35 15 5 
 
Table 26 
 
Indication of the Importance of Each Type of Activity Occurring During Advisory Time (n = 69) 
 
Answer options 
Extremely 
important 
Very 
important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
Individual student conferences 22 24 14 6 3 
Group discussions 26 33 8 1 1 
Parties, informal “fun” activities, team 
building activities 
10 28 22 4 5 
Social-emotional learning activities, 
character education 
42 24 2 1 0 
Study skills or other academic activities 18 26 20 3 2 
Announcements 8 11 13 20 17 
Distributing materials 4 7 17 20 21 
School administrative tasks 4 4 17 23 21 
Study hall / homework completion 4 11 16 15 23 
Test taking / test prep 3 16 21 10 19 
Career exploration 9 28 20 8 4 
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The data indicated that the most important activity of advisories was social-emotional 
learning activities, with nearly 96% of principals indicating these activities as extremely or very 
important, but this category was only the second most frequent activity. The most frequent 
activity of advisories was group discussions. These data are consistent with the general purpose 
of most advisory programs which is to support social emotional learning or character education. 
A group discussion is an instructional strategy that is, perhaps, being used to implement social 
emotional learning or character education. 
 There was a large difference between the value and the frequency of activities in 
advisory. For instance, 66.7% of principals reported individual student conferences to be a high 
value activity, but only 24.6% of principals reported this activity to occur with high frequency. 
Chi-square tests were completed in order to determine if there was a significance to the 
difference between the frequency and occurrence of advisory tasks (Table 27). A chi-square test 
showed that, in the area of student conferences, this difference was significant with a large effect. 
It also appeared that principals preferred that social emotional learning and career exploration 
activities occur at a higher rate than current practice, and too much time may be given to 
administrative tasks based on the finding that these activities occur at a higher frequency than 
they are valued. 
Table 27 
 
Chi-square Tests of Frequency of Advisory Activities Compared to Value/Occurrence of 
Activities 
 
Answer options χ2 df p φ Effect 
Individual student conferences 32.27 4 <.001 .48 Large 
Group discussions 8.94 4 .011 .25 Small / medium 
Parties, informal “fun” activities, team 
building activities 
18.53 4 <.001 .37 Medium 
(continued) 
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Table 27 (continued) 
 
Answer options χ2 df p φ Effect 
Social-emotional learning activities, 
character education 
21.04 3 <.001 .39 Medium/ large 
Study skills or other academic activities 11.67 4 .003 .29 Medium 
Announcements 7.44 4 .024 .23 Small / medium 
Distributing materials 9.59 4 .008 .26 Small / medium 
School administrative tasks 6.17 4 .046 .21 Small / medium 
Study hall / homework completion 4.27 4 .119 .17 Small 
Test taking / test prep 6.32 4 .042 .21 Small / medium 
Career exploration 18.22 4 <.001 .36 Medium 
 
 Depending on which data point is used from this survey, some type of formal advisory 
exists in 51.1% (n = 141) to 54.3% (n = 149) of the respondent schools. Illinois middle school 
advisories met daily or four days per week 59.4% of the time. Additionally, 59.4% of advisory 
sessions met from 16-30 minutes. This study’s data indicate that in schools with advisory, the 
intent was to focus on social emotional learning or character education with classroom 
discussions as the most frequent activity, and more time than is preferred was given to 
administrative tasks. 
Research Question Two: Is There a Statistically Significant Relationship Between Schools’ 
Relative Wealth and Levels of MSC Implementation in Illinois’ Schools? 
 
 Through the lens of folk belief theory, findings from this study related to demographics 
of StW schools, and prior survey research demonstrating that HSMS represented fewer low-
income students than the middle school population at large (McEwin et al., 2013), it was 
anticipated that schools implementing MSC at higher levels may disproportionately represent 
fewer low-income schools. Two measures of relative wealth in schools were used: student 
qualification for federal free and reduced-price lunch (FRL) and school district’s operating 
expenditure per pupil (OEPP). It was anticipated, then, that schools with higher rates of FRL 
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would have lower rates of MSC implementation, and that school districts with lower OEPP 
would have lower rates of MSC implementation. 
The first treatment of the data for this research question was to complete a histogram to 
determine if the distribution of FRL was normal. Histograms by cluster clearly showed non-
normality and unequal variances (Figure 2). Because of this result, a Welch’s ANOVA was 
conducted. After establishing the variables, a one-way Welch’s ANOVA comparing the MSC 
implementation clusters (dependent) by FRL rates (independent) was conducted, and there was 
no statistically significant difference among the four groups, F(3, 50.95) = 1.27, p = .30. 
 
Figure 2. Histogram of percent FRL by MSC cluster. 
 
Rates of student qualification for FRL is an indicator of wealth in a school district. Given 
Illinois’ relatively heavy reliance on local property taxes, another indicator of wealth is a 
district’s OEPP, or the mean amount spent to educate each student in a school district. This 
variable does not capture the differences of expenditures within school districts, such that a 
school district may choose to spend more money at the kindergarten level than at the eighth 
grade level, for example. The second treatment of the data for this research question began with a 
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histogram to determine if the distribution of OEPP was normal. Histograms by cluster (Figure 3) 
clearly showed non-normality and unequal variances. Because of this result, a Welch’s ANOVA 
was conducted comparing the MSC implementation clusters (dependent) by OEPP 
(independent), and there was a statistically significant difference among the four groups, 
F(3,50.77) = 4.86, p = .005. The post hoc tests showed Clusters 1 (M = $12,182) and 2 (M = 
$12,755) were characterized by significantly higher OEPP than cluster 4 (M = $10,391). This 
finding indicates that schools with lower OEPP are significantly less likely to implement 
Advisory or Advisory and Teaming than those with higher OEPP. 
 
Figure 3. Histogram of OEPP by MSC cluster. 
 
Research Question Three: Is There a Statistically Significant Relationship Between a 
School’s Student Racial/Ethnic Composition, as an Aggregate and According to Specific 
Racial/Ethnic Groups, and Levels of MSC Implementation? 
 
Through the lens of folk belief theory, findings from this study related to demographics 
of StW schools, and prior survey research demonstrating that HSMS represented less 
racially/ethnically diverse schools than the middle school population at large (McEwin & 
  96 
Greene, 2013), it was anticipated that schools implementing MSC at higher levels may 
disproportionately represent less racially/ethnically diverse schools. It was anticipated, then, that 
schools with higher rates of non-White or underrepresented minority groups would have lower 
rates of MSC implementation. 
 A series of ANOVAs by percent composition for each racial/ethnic group were 
conducted (Table 28). For Black, Latino/a, and Native Hawaiian groups, a Welch’s ANOVA was 
used due to unequal variances between clusters, with a Games-Howell post hoc test. Additional 
tests were conducted to consider all non-White students and all underrepresented minority 
students as groups. The significant finding from this set of statistical tests was that schools high 
on advisory (clusters 1 and 2) tended to have a larger percentage of Latino/a students within the 
school; cluster 4 (7.6% Latino/a) had significantly fewer Latino/a students than clusters 1 (19.3 
%) and 2 (28.2%). This indicates that schools with higher percentages of Latino/a students are 
more likely to have Advisory programming in place. Pairwise comparisons showed no other 
pairs of means that were significantly different between clusters. 
Table 28 
 
ANOVAs of Racial/Ethnic Groups by MSC Cluster 
 
Racial/ethnic groups dfw F p 
American Indian 133 .54 .66 
Asian 133 .17 .91 
Blacka 45.3 1.63 .20 
Latino/aa 54.5 5.32* <.01 
Native Hawaiiana 52.0 2.72* .05 
Multi-Racial 133 .76 .52 
White 133 2.2 .09 
All Underrepresented 
Minorityb 
133 2.05 .11 
All Non-White 133 2.22 .09 
aGroups using Welch’s ANOVA. bUnderrepresented Minority includes all racial/ethnic groups except White and 
Asian. 
*p < .05. 
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Research Question Four: Is There a Statistically Significant Relationship Between a 
School’s Academic Achievement Levels, Based on State Mandated Standardized Tests, and 
Levels of MSC Implementation in Illinois’ Schools? 
 
Through the lens of folk belief theory, findings from this study related to demographics 
of StW schools, and prior survey research demonstrating that HSMS performed better on some 
academic measures than the middle school population at large (McEwin & Greene, 2013), it was 
anticipated that schools implementing MSC at higher levels may perform higher on state 
mandated standardized tests than peer schools not fully or partially implementing MSC. It was 
anticipated, then, that schools with higher PARCC scores would also have higher rates of MSC 
implementation. 
 To explore this question, a two-way ANOVA was completed in order to consider the 
possibility of non-additive effects of Advisory and Teaming. That is, Advisory and Teaming 
were considered separately; the two groups were compared, schools implementing Advisory 
(Clusters 1 and 2) and schools implementing Teaming (Clusters 1 and 4). At the same time, the 
two-way ANOVA considered the interaction effect of Teaming and Advisory implemented 
together (i.e., whether the two together provided greater effects than simply adding the effect of 
teaming to the effect of advisory). This repeated measures ANOVA was conducted in order to 
determine whether there was a significant effect of Teaming or Advisory and Teaming and 
Advisory on a school’s Composite PARCC scores (Table 29). There was no significant effect of 
Advisory and no significant interaction of Advisory and Teaming together. Teaming did show a 
statistically significant main effect on Composite PARCC. The partial Eta Squared of 0.03 
indicates that 3% of the variance in Composite PARCC is due to teaming. For Advisory and 
Advisory plus Teaming, it is possible that the non-significant effects are due to the low statistical 
power of the study. 
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Table 29 
 
Results of Two-Way ANOVA on Composite PARCC 
 
Group df F* Sig. Partial eta squared Observed power 
Teaming 1 3.84 .05 .03 .49 
Advisory 1 .04 .84 .00 .05 
Teaming x Advisory 1 .07 .80 .00 .06 
Error 133     
*p < .05. 
 
Research Question Five: Is There a Statistically Significant Relationship Between a 
School’s Academic Achievement Level, Based on State Mandated Standardized Tests and 
Demographics (Race/Ethnicity, Rates of Free and Reduced-Price Lunch, or Operating 
Expenditure Per Pupil), When Using Levels of MSC Implementation in Illinois’ Schools as 
a Mediator Variable? 
 
 Folk belief theory suggests that race and poverty have an effect on MSC implementation, 
and this study anticipated that MSC implementation has an effect on academic outcomes based 
on prior survey research demonstrating that HSMS represented less racially/ethnically diverse 
schools and less low income schools than the middle school population at large (McEwin & 
Greene, 2013). Most importantly, as shown in Research Question Four, there was a statistically 
significant effect of Teaming and academic performance on PARCC testing, and it was 
necessary to contemplate whether issues of race and relative wealth were significant contributing 
factors to that outcome. As such, this research question considered two indicators of a school’s 
race/ethnicity and two indicators of relative wealth along with MSC implementation to consider 
the effect on academic achievement as measured by one indicator. 
 A series of two-way ANCOVAs were conducted with the Teaming, Advisory, and 
Teaming by Advisory factors and various indicators of relative wealth and race. If the effect of 
teaming disappeared in these analyses, the effect of teaming was actually due to wealth and/or 
race differences in the implementation of teaming. Results of the four ANCOVAS are shown in 
Figure 4. For each ANCOVA, the table shows the outcomes from the test of a variable from 
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column A (race/ethnicity indicators) in relation to a variable in row B (relative wealth 
indicators). Whether underrepresented minority (URM) or non-White was used as the indicator 
of race/ethnicity, race/ethnicity had a significant effect on the Composite PARCC scores. 
Likewise, whether OEPP or FRL was used as the indicator of relative wealth, relative wealth had 
a significant effect on Composite PARCC scores. Regardless of which combination of race and 
wealth indicators was used, teaming was no longer significant. 
  Indicators of Race (A) 
  URM Non-White 
 
 
 
 
 
Indicators of Relative 
Wealth (B) 
OEPP FA 
FB 
FTeaming 
FAdvisory 
FTeaming*Advisory 
R2 
46.782 
52.217 
2.677 
0.325 
0.373 
.411 
FA 
FB 
FTeaming 
FAdvisory 
FTeaming*Advisory 
R2 
23.137 
45.558 
2.457 
0.717 
0.463 
.320 
FRL FA 
FB 
FTeaming 
FAdvisory 
FTeaming*Advisory 
R2 
8.760 
219.260 
1.442 
0.989 
1.497 
.692 
FA 
FB 
FTeaming 
FAdvisory 
FTeaming*Advisory 
R2 
21.761 
294.525 
1.644 
0.555 
1.550 
.718 
 
Figure 4. Results of two-way ANCOVAs with the teaming, advisory, and teaming by advisory factors and various 
indicators of wealth and race. F > 3.91 is statistically significant.  
 
Summary 
 The purposes of this study were two-fold: to determine, through survey data, the status of 
MSC implementation in public middle schools in Illinois and to determine whether MSC 
implementation has a statistically significant relationship to variables such as academic 
achievement, race, and/or poverty. The questionnaire identified the rates of MSC implementation 
in Illinois and found that teaming was implemented broadly and at a higher rate than advisory. 
Chi-square tests found that there was a statistically significant gap between principal’s value and 
enactment of some aspects of both advisory and teaming. Additionally, there was no statistically 
significant relationship between MSC implementation clusters and FRL, but there was a 
statistically significant relationship when utilizing OEPP as an indicator of relative wealth. When 
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considering the relationship between race/ethnicity and MSC implementation, the only 
statistically significant relationship identified that schools high on advisory (clusters 1 and 2) had 
higher rates of Latino/a students. The implementation of teaming had a statistically significant 
relationship to Composite PARCC scores accounting for 3% of the variance, but that 
significance did not exist once relative wealth and race/ethnicity were considered. The next 
chapter will discuss the conclusions from and implications of the findings reported in this 
chapter. 
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Chapter Five 
Summary, Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations 
 This study was designed to investigate the levels of implementation of key MSC 
practices in Illinois public middle schools and consider the relationship between MSC 
implementation and various demographic indicators. First, the study surveyed middle school 
principals from across the state of Illinois about the signature practices of advisory, 
interdisciplinary teaming, and common planning time. The survey data was used to identify rates 
of MSC implementation in Illinois and was used to identify a variable of MSC implementation. 
Second, the variable of MSC implementation was used to consider possible statistical 
relationships between demographic indicators—relative wealth and race/ethnicity—and 
academic achievement. Knowing the current status and effectiveness of MSC implementation in 
Illinois has broad implications for future practice within school systems and public policy. 
 Chapter One provided an overview of key concepts related to the history of the middle 
school movement and the context of school performance for Illinois. The middle school 
movement has evolved into a distinctly different type of schooling in terms of organizational 
structure compared to the elementary and high school settings (Schaefer, Malu, & Yoon, 2016). 
Middle schools in the Illinois context have been under pressure to increase standardized test 
scores as a direct result of federal policy implementation (NCLB, 2003; RttT, 2013; S. Res. 
1177, 2015). As a result, at the same time schools were rapidly adopting MSC, those same 
schools were increasingly under pressure to improve standardized testing scores and close the 
achievement gap for racial/ethnic and low income student subgroups. What was unclear was 
whether MSC was an educational reform that could close the achievement gap, and this study 
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directly considered the relationship between MSC implementation and race, poverty, and 
academic performance. 
 The following research questions were presented: 
1. What is the current level of MSC implementation in Illinois? 
2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between schools’ relative wealth and levels 
of MSC implementation in Illinois’ schools? 
3. Is there a statistically significant relationship between a school’s student racial/ethnic 
composition, as an aggregate and according to specific racial/ethnic groups, and levels of 
MSC implementation? 
4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between a school’s academic achievement 
levels, based on state mandated standardized tests, and levels of MSC implementation in 
Illinois’ schools? 
5. Is there a statistically significant relationship between a school’s academic achievement 
level, based on state mandated standardized tests and demographics (race/ethnicity, rates 
of FRL, or OEPP), when using levels of MSC implementation in Illinois’ schools as a 
mediator variable? 
This study included public schools from across the state that served students of any grade 
levels ranging only from 5-9 that included at least two consecutive grade levels and included 
grade 7, which was consistent with the definition of middle level schools used in previous 
research (Valentine et al., 2002). This study provides insights in four key areas. First, the study 
provided a snapshot of the organizational and programmatic practices in use in Illinois’ public 
middle level schools. Second, this study identified whether or not students had access to schools 
that implement MSC practices based on specific demographic indicators. Third, this study 
considered the role of MSC and its relationship to school academic performance outcomes. 
Fourth, this study considered the interplay of demographic indicators, academic performance, 
and MSC implementation. 
In Chapter Two, relevant scholarly literature was reviewed. First, the review explored 
and provided general context of MSC and key components of MSC. There was particular focus 
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on interdisciplinary teaming, advisory, and CPT. Second, the review considered previous 
national studies of middle schools in order to provide foundational data for this study and to 
inform the context of the current status of MSC in Illinois by placing Illinois into a national, 
historical framework. Additionally, the studies provided a basis of previously conducted survey 
research on MSC with validated protocols on which to draw for this statewide study of Illinois. 
Last, this chapter reviewed the role of academic achievement in middle grades schools and 
access to MSC for students as viewed through the theoretical lens of folk belief theory (Torff, 
2014). Folk belief theory was applied to predict that students in less advantaged, higher minority 
schools would have lower access to schools implementing MSC. 
 Although the literature on middle schools extends well beyond the primary characteristics 
measured in this study, the literature review helped to establish that advisory, interdisciplinary 
teaming, and CPT were distinctively and uniquely part of the middle school and different from 
elementary, high school, or even junior high practices. The review also pointed to a key 
weakness in the previous research, whether it was survey research or case studies on high 
performing middle schools, there was a lack of consideration of issues of race and poverty when 
considering the effects of MSC practices. 
 In Chapter Three, the methodology was described including research design, data 
collection and sources, and statistical procedures. Research question one did not require 
statistical analysis other than Chi-square testing, as the results of the survey, generally, were 
reported as simple percentages or frequencies. Research questions two and three used ANOVA 
to predict the value of the dependent variable when using a single independent variable. 
Research question two considered whether or not there was a statistically significant relationship 
between schools’ FRL or OEPP and the clustered groupings of MSC implementation. For 
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research questions four and five, two different clusters were used instead of the clustered 
grouping of MSC implementation used in research questions two and three, and those clusters 
consisted of the high implementing advisory schools (clusters 1 and 2) and the high 
implementing teaming schools (clusters 1 and 3). A series of four, two-way ANCOVAs was 
conducted with the Teaming, Advisory, and Teaming by Advisory factors and various indicators 
of relative wealth and race. 
 Expectations for the results of the statistical analyses were as follows: For research 
question two, it was anticipated that schools implementing MSC at higher levels may 
disproportionately represent less low-income schools. It was anticipated, then, that schools with 
higher rates of FRL would have lower rates of MSC implementation, and it was anticipated that 
school districts with lower OEPP would have lower rates of MSC implementation. For research 
question three, it was anticipated that schools implementing MSC at higher levels may represent 
disproportionately schools with lower rates of students of color. It was anticipated, then, that 
schools with higher rates of non-White or underrepresented minority groups would have lower 
rates of MSC implementation. For research question four, it was anticipated that schools 
implementing MSC at higher levels may perform higher on state mandated standardized tests 
than peer schools not fully or partially implementing MSC. It was anticipated, then, that schools 
with higher PARCC scores would also have higher rates of MSC implementation. For research 
question five, it was assumed that race and poverty have an effect on MSC implementation and, 
therefore, MSC implementation would have an effect on academic outcomes. 
 The results of the analyses conducted in this study were presented in Chapter Four. The 
results are summarized and discussed in the following sections. 
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Findings 
 The findings from this study are detailed in this section. 
Research Question 1: What is the current level of MSC implementation in Illinois? 
Of the 610 middle grades school principals in Illinois contacted for this survey, 149 school 
principals (24.4%) provided responses. Overall, 99% of Illinois middle grades schools are 5-6-7-
8, 6-7-8, or 7-8 schools with the 6-7-8 grade span serving as the model for 62.6% of Illinois 
middle schools. The responding schools in this study were less racially diverse and tended to 
have fewer students from low income households, as measured by FRL, when compared to either 
the state mean of all schools or the mean for the 610 middle schools comprising the sample. The 
demographic data for the middle grades schools sample in Illinois indicates that students who 
attend middle schools are more likely to be from non-low-income households and be White or 
Asian when compared to the state averages. Within the middle grades sample, respondent 
schools were even more likely to be from non-low-income households and be White or Asian. 
 Both the overall middle grades school sample and the respondent schools scored higher 
on academic achievement testing than the state mean. Students attending middle grades schools 
in Illinois scored 3.5 percentage points higher than the state mean when comparing the sample 
weighted enrollment to the state mean composite PARCC. Using the same measure, the 
respondent schools scored 4 percentage points higher than the sample school population and 7.5 
percentage points higher than the state mean. 
Overall, interdisciplinary teaming, at some level, existed in 72.4% to 88.6% of the 
respondent schools (n = 149) depending on which measure of teaming was used. Common 
planning, in the middle schools reporting having teams, occurred at least five days per week in 
75.5% of the schools. With less frequency, 69.8% of schools reported having at least five days 
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per week of individual planning time. Most planning periods fell around the 40-minute mark, 
with 82.1% of common planning periods and 78.3% of individual planning periods ranging from 
31-50 minutes. Most schools that are teaming provided at least one common and one individual 
planning period daily for teachers with about 40 minutes of planning time per session. 
Additionally, the teaming structure with CPT was implemented around providing support for 
students. This structure was evidenced by the high frequency and value of discussing students 
during common planning time (occurring always or often 91.5% of the time) and the high 
frequency of serving students instructionally through the teaming structure (59.2% of students 
were taught only by the teachers of their team for a “teaming” subject). 
When compared to teaming implementation, advisory was a less common practice in 
Illinois’ middle grades schools. When asked if the school had an advisory program that included 
all, or nearly all, students in at least one grade level, 51.1% of principal respondents indicated 
having advisory (n = 141), and 48.2% of the respondents indicated that advisory programming 
was in place at all grade levels. Of the 69 schools with advisory responding to further questions, 
56.5% of schools had daily advisory, and 31.9% of schools had advisory only once or less than 
one time per week; 88.4% of schools reported that the advisory met at least once weekly. The 
most frequent mean length of advisory sessions was 21-30 minutes, and 62% of schools reported 
that advisory sessions ranged from 11-30 minutes. Schools with advisories that met more 
frequently also had more instructional contact time for advisory. These data indicate that most 
schools with advisory met at least weekly and for between 11 and 30 minutes, and schools that 
met with greater frequency also devoted more total time to advisory programming. This study’s 
data also indicate that in schools with advisory, the intent of advisory was to focus on social 
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emotional learning or character education with classroom discussions as the most frequent 
activity, and more time than was preferred was given to administrative tasks. 
Research Question 2: Is there a statistically significant relationship between schools’ 
relative wealth and levels of MSC implementation in Illinois’ schools? Two measures of 
relative wealth in schools were considered as independent variables: student qualification for 
federal free and reduced-price lunch (FRL) and school district’s operating expenditure per pupil 
(OEPP). A four-cluster model of MSC implementation, derived from this study’s survey data 
and explained beginning on page 70 (data analysis) was used as the dependent variable. It was 
anticipated that schools with higher rates of FRL would have lower rates of MSC 
implementation, and that school districts with lower OEPP would have lower rates of MSC 
implementation. To test FRL, a one-way Welch’s ANOVA comparing the MSC implementation 
clusters by FRL rates was conducted, and there was no statistically significant difference among 
the four groups, F(3, 50.95) = 1.27, p = .30. To test OEPP, a Welch’s ANOVA was conducted 
comparing the MSC implementation clusters by OEPP, and there was a statistically significant 
difference among the four groups, F(3,50.77) = 4.86, p = .005. The post hoc tests showed 
Clusters 1 (M = $12,182) and 2 (M = $12,755), were characterized by significantly higher OEPP 
than cluster 4 (M = $10,391). This finding indicates that schools with lower OEPP are 
significantly less likely to implement Advisory or Advisory and Teaming than those with higher 
OEPP.  
Research Question 3: Is there a statistically significant relationship between a 
school’s student racial/ethnic composition, as an aggregate and according to specific 
racial/ethnic groups, and levels of MSC implementation? This research question considered 
seven racial subgroups and two aggregated groups of students—all non-White students and all 
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underrepresented minority students—as independent variables through a series of ANOVAs by 
percent composition for each student group. The four cluster model of MSC implementation, 
derived from this study’s survey data, was used as the dependent variable. For Black, Latino/a, 
and Native Hawaiian groups, a Welch’s ANOVA was used due to unequal variances between 
clusters, with a Games-Howell post hoc test. The significant finding from this set of statistical 
tests was that schools high on advisory (clusters 1 and 2) tended to have a larger percentage of 
Latino/a students within the school; cluster 4 (7.6% Latino/a) had significantly fewer Latino/a 
students than clusters 1 (19.3 %) and 2 (28.2%). This indicates schools with higher percentages 
of Latino/a students are more likely to have Advisory programming in place. Pairwise 
comparisons showed no other pairs of means that were significantly different between clusters.  
Research question 4: Is there a statistically significant relationship between a 
school’s academic achievement levels, based on state mandated standardized tests, and 
levels of MSC implementation in Illinois’ schools? A two-way ANOVA was completed in 
order to consider the possibility of non-additive effects of Advisory and Teaming. That is, 
Advisory and Teaming were considered separately; the two groups were compared, schools 
implementing Advisory (Clusters 1 and 2) and schools implementing Teaming (Clusters 1 and 
4). At the same time, the two-way ANOVA considered the interaction effect of Teaming and 
Advisory implemented together (i.e., whether the two together provided greater effects than 
simply adding the effect of teaming to the effect of advisory). This repeated measures ANOVA 
was conducted in order to determine whether there was a significant effect of Teaming or 
Advisory and Teaming and Advisory on a school’s Composite PARCC scores (Table 29). There 
was no significant effect of Advisory and no significant interaction of Advisory and Teaming 
together. Teaming did show a statistically significant main effect on Composite PARCC. The 
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partial Eta Squared of 0.03 indicates that 3% of the variance in Composite PARCC is due to 
teaming. For Advisory and Advisory plus Teaming, it is possible that the non-significant effects 
are due to the low statistical power of the study. 
Research question 5: Is there a statistically significant relationship between a 
school’s academic achievement level, based on state mandated standardized tests and 
demographics (race/ethnicity, rates of FRL, or OEPP), when using levels of MSC 
implementation in Illinois’ schools as a mediator variable? As shown in Research Question 
Four, there was a statistically significant effect of Teaming and academic performance on 
PARCC testing, and it was necessary to contemplate whether issues of race and relative wealth 
were significant contributing factors to that outcome. This research question considered two 
indicators of a school’s race/ethnicity—percentage of non-White students and percentage of 
underrepresented minority students—and two indicators of relative wealth—FRL and OEPP—
along with MSC implementation to think through the effect on academic achievement as 
measured by one indicator. A series of two-way ANCOVAs were conducted with the Teaming, 
Advisory, and Teaming by Advisory factors with different combinations of race/ethnicity and 
relative wealth indicators. Whether percent underrepresented minority or non-White was used as 
the indicator of race/ethnicity, race/ethnicity had a significant effect on the Composite PARCC 
scores. Likewise, whether OEPP or FRL was used as the indicator of relative wealth, relative 
wealth had a significant effect on Composite PARCC scores. Regardless of which combination 
of race and wealth indicators was used, teaming was no longer significant as shown in Research 
Question Four. Because the effect of teaming disappeared in these analyses, the effect of teaming 
was actually due to wealth and/or race differences between schools. 
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Discussion 
 This statewide study of middle grades schools provided a snapshot of schools serving 
young adolescents in Illinois, and went further than previous national survey-based studies by 
looking at statistical relationships between MSC implementation, school demographics, 
academic performance, and schools’ relative wealth. This section discusses the study’s findings, 
relative to the status and effectiveness of MSC implementation in Illinois. Overall, the rates MSC 
implementation in Illinois are consistent with previous national data, but the effectiveness of 
MSC implementation in Illinois is mixed. 
 It is noteworthy that, as a result of this study, there was an unintended finding that may 
be important for future research, which was the four cluster model that developed from analysis 
of the survey data. In preparing for this study, it was assumed that schools that implemented 
more, and with greater fidelity, characteristics of teaming and advisory would prove to have 
higher academic outcomes based on previous research linking these practices to higher academic 
performance in schools (Esposito & Curcio, 2002; Flowers et al., 1999; Cook et al., 2013; 
Shulkind & Foote, 2009). Initially, it was not clear whether schools with higher rates of MSC 
implementation would, then, correlate to higher academic performance. Likewise, initially it was 
unclear whether schools with less advantaged student populations would have similar levels of 
MSC implementation when compared to schools with more advantaged student populations. 
Indeed, this study did not yield a simple way to predict academic outcomes or to identify which 
types of schools, based on school demographics, would have or not have MSC via a MSC 
implementation score. However, what became evident in the survey data was that schools were 
implementing MSC in four distinct ways or clusters. There was either very low or no 
implementation of MSC, implementation of teaming, implementation of advisory, or 
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implementation of both teaming and advisory. Although there was variation within each cluster, 
the clusters were statistically similar. Essentially, the few schools assigned to Cluster 4, 18 of the 
137 included in the full statistical analysis, were not implementing key components of MSC and 
appear to be functioning as traditional junior high schools as evidenced by a distinct lack of 
middle school practices.  
 An acknowledged limitation of this study is that it was narrow in scope and only 
considered three fundamental components of MSC. Advocates of MSC regularly claim that the 
middle school concept is not merely a checklist of functions or structures to be in place but is a 
much broader approach to educating young adolescents (AMLE, 2012; Jackson & Davis, 2000; 
NFAMGR, 2013). For instance, this study did not consider instructional practices, curriculum, 
school climate, social and emotional services provided within the school, discipline practices, or 
family outreach, which are often practices associated with more effective schools (AMLE, 2012; 
Lubienski et al., 2008; NFAMGR, 2013). Nor is it clear that the three primary components of 
MSC measured in this study are specifically intended to improve academic achievement. Had 
other, more subjective indicators of school organization and practice been measured in this 
study, it is possible that an implementation score would be a reliable measure of middle school 
effectiveness. However, the analysis in this study, which utilized the emergent cluster model, 
does demonstrate a relationship between these common MSC practices and levels of access to 
those practices as viewed through demographic indicators as well as relative wealth, and it was 
clear that teaming had a positive effect on academic achievement when not considering other 
demographic or wealth indicators. 
 The narrow focus of this survey limits broader applicability of this study’s findings, but it 
does indicate the need for additional research, particularly in the area of advisory. Before making 
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changes to advisory programming practices, further research is needed to measure effectiveness 
of advisory. Although policy makers may wish to tie reform to academic performance, academic 
performance, as measured by isolated standardized tests, is not the sole way to measure school 
performance; and, the intention of advisory programming may not be to improve academic 
performance. Additionally, this questionnaire did not include items related to other affective or 
social and emotional learning supports that schools may implement outside of, or along with, a 
structured advisory program. The study also did not pursue a line of questioning related to why 
schools do or do not implement advisory or whether schools recently added or eliminated 
advisory. 
 Status of MSC. Illinois is a large and diverse state, and this diversity was evident in the 
population of 610 middle-level schools. School enrollment ranged from 22 to 2,761 students, 
with some schools being composed of entirely White populations of students and others entirely 
non-White, and, for the responding schools, there was more than a $13,000 OEPP difference 
between the highest and lowest district funding levels. With such a diverse population from 
which to draw, what does the typical, or average, middle school in Illinois look like? 
 The typical Illinois middle grades school contains grades 6-7-8, with an enrollment of 
approximately 530 total students. About 65% of the students in middle grades schools are White, 
and 35% of the students are non-White. At 16% of the total population, Latino/a students are the 
largest subgroup of students after White students. Roughly 47% of students come from low-
income households, and, of the responding schools in this study, the per pupil expenditure was 
slightly under $12,000. National data indicate that 50% of all public school students were White 
with Latinos/as comprising the largest subgroup at 29%, and 48% of students qualified for free 
and reduced-price lunch From (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2012). The typical per 
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pupil expenditure nationally was $11,009 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016). In Illinois the school’s 
principal is typically White (89.8%) and male (66.4%). Sixty-six percent of principals have 
served as principals at their current schools only, with a typical tenure of just under six years; 
however, 31% of schools have a first or second year principal. According to national data from 
2011-2012, 80.3% of all public school principals were white and 48.4% male with 22.7% of 
secondary school principals having been in that position for three or fewer years (Hill et al., 
2016). 
Based on the responding schools in this study, most middle grades schools in Illinois 
have teaming with common planning time. Overall, teaming, at some level, existed in 72.4% to 
88.6% of the respondent schools (n = 149) depending on which measure of teaming was used. It 
is unfortunate that this study yielded two such different numbers. The 72% number, however, is 
consistent with the most recent national study of middle schools that found that, in 2009, 72% of 
middle schools from a national random sample were using interdisciplinary team organization 
(McEwin & Greene, 2011). Common planning time, for schools with teams, existed in 75% of 
the schools at least daily, and the national study (McEwin & Greene) found that 77% of schools 
provided at least five periods of CPT weekly. According to this study, the teaming structure with 
CPT was implemented to provide support for students. This structure was evidenced by the high 
frequency and value of discussing students during common planning time (occurring always or 
often 91.5% of the time) and the high frequency of serving students instructionally through the 
teaming structure (59.2% of students were taught only by the teachers of their team for a 
“teaming” subject). In the areas of teaming and CPT, the findings for Illinois were consistent 
with the most recent national data. At the same time, in this study the teaming structure with 
CPT was implemented around providing support for students. 
  114 
Likewise, based on the responding schools in this study, most Illinois middle schools 
have advisory programs in place. Depending on which data point is used from this survey, some 
type of formal advisory exists in 51.1% (n = 141) to 54.3% (n = 149) of the respondent schools. 
Either percentage of advisory implementation is consistent with the 2009 national study that 
found 53% of responding middle schools had advisory programs (McEwin & Greene, 2011). In 
59.4% of Illinois schools with advisory, the typical advisory class met 4-5 days a week compared 
to 58% of schools with advisory in the 2009 study. Additionally, the length of advisory sessions 
in Illinois was similar to the national study with Illinois having 59.4% of advisory sessions 
meeting from 16-30 minutes compared to 53% nationally. In Illinois, the advisory structure and 
the rate of advisory implementation appears to be similar to the 2009 national study; however, 
the national study did not include questions about activities during advisories, and this study’s 
data indicate that in schools with advisory, the intent was to focus on social emotional learning 
or character education with classroom discussions as the most frequent activity, and more time 
than is preferred was given to administrative tasks. 
Based on the responding schools in this study, most young adolescents in Illinois are 
most likely attending a school that is implementing some MSC practices. However, a key 
limitation of this study, the absence of most Chicago Public Schools students, prevents this study 
from definitively stating that most Illinois young adolescents attend middle grades schools. 
During the 2015 school year, 83,345 students in grades 6-8 attended school in the Chicago 
district and only 4.1% of those students were represented here. This study provides a snapshot of 
the organizational and structural practices of Illinois public middle schools and did not seek to 
measure these practices in schools not defined as middle grades schools. For students enrolled in 
an Illinois middle school, most schools are implementing some MSC practices. 
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Effectiveness of MSC. There are multiple ways to measure a school’s effectiveness, and 
therefore, there are multiple ways to measure whether MSC is effective (Figlio, 2005; Phelps, 
2009; Wrigley, 2013). The purpose of research questions 2-5 in this study were intended to 
consider the effectiveness of MSC through two primary lenses: folk belief theory and academic 
achievement. The first, folk belief theory, helped establish the question that if MSC is a 
productive model for young adolescents, then do all students have access to MSC? Folk belief 
theory would predict that schools with greater percentages of less advantaged students would not 
have access to MSC. Within the framework of folk belief theory, because MSC is perceived to 
be the better way of educating young adolescents access is the concern, regardless of whether 
MSC yields better academic performance. Second, the ultimate measure of school effectiveness 
tends to be academic achievement as measured through standardized testing. 
Ideally for the proponents of MSC and its practitioners, MSC would result in strong 
academic performance with access to MSC for all students regardless of relative wealth or 
demographic factors. If there is a lack of access, then, as Torff’s (2014) folk belief theory 
suggested, this lack of access is a systematically and culturally established belief system of low 
expectations for our less-advantaged students. To determine access to MSC, it was necessary to 
consider whether, on average, MSC programming was available to students regardless of 
race/ethnicity and/or family income or school district wealth. Academic achievement was 
measured through the percentage of students in a school, or within a demographic group, scoring 
at meets or exceeds on the composite score of the PARCC test. 
Relative wealth, as measured by OEPP, proved to have a statistically significant 
relationship to MSC, but student qualification for FRL did not. Because the school funding 
structure in Illinois relies so heavily on local property wealth and local taxation rates (Murphy, 
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2012; Wall, 2006), it appears likely that, although the students attending the schools within the 
district may be from low income households, the overall property wealth of a community (which 
could be a result of a large commercial/industrial base, not simply a reflection of home values) or 
the community’s taxation effort may result in increased per pupil spending and yields a higher 
implementation of MSC. This statistically significant relationship between OEPP and MSC 
showed that schools within the higher per pupil expenditures were the most likely to implement 
MSC fully as evidenced through high implementation of both Advisory and Advisory with 
Teaming. This finding also suggests that, when relative wealth is not high, school districts are 
less likely to implement advisory or not implement MSC. This relationship between relative 
wealth and MSC may suggest that, if MSC is best practice for young adolescents, then school 
districts with wealth are paying for the increased costs of implementation, and this is supported 
by previous studies that found that as funding increased, MSC implementation increased 
(Shockley & Irvin, 1995) and a decrease in funding resulted in reduction or elimination of MSC 
programs (Scalia, 2011). This finding, however, did not indicate that there was a statistically 
significant pattern of students from low income households, as measured by FRL, having 
systematic denial of access to MSC programming. This finding also suggests, simply, that MSC 
does cost more to implement (Scalia, 2011). Lack of access to MSC programming for students in 
lower property wealth communities is consistent with folk belief theory and may be an issue of 
equity, regardless of whether MSC yields increased academic performance (Darling-Hammond, 
2010; Noguera, 2009). 
This study also considered race and ethnicity in relation to MSC implementation. This 
series of tests related to race and ethnicity did not support folk belief theory’s applied prediction 
that less advantaged students would systematically not have access to MSC programs based on 
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race or ethnicity. The statistically significant finding in this area was that schools with higher 
percentages of Latino/a students were more likely to have advisory programming. Latino/a 
students were the largest non-White student subgroup represented in this study, and it is 
interesting that these schools are more likely to have programming that primarily focuses on 
social and emotional learning or character education. This finding does not mean that the 
students did not have access to teaming but were more likely to have advisory than peers. Why 
then, do schools with higher proportions of Latino/a students have advisory programming at a 
higher rate than schools with lower rates of Latino/a students? Perhaps this finding relates to the 
need, or a perceived need, to address behavior concerns that disproportionately affect Latino/a 
students (Rocque, 2010; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002). However, schools with 
higher rates of Latino/a students may implement advisory programming because of a perceived 
cultural deficit for Latino/a students and/or a perceived need to instruct students on social 
emotional learning and character education due to that perceived deficit (Yosso, 2005). 
Unfortunately, this study did not ask extensive questions related to advisory that may have 
provided insights into this finding to determine why there is a relationship between higher rates 
of enrollment of Latino/a students and higher rates of advisory implementation. 
I anticipated that students from lower income households or communities and students 
from non-White student subgroups would be less likely to have access to MSC programing. 
Within the framework of folk belief theory, these students are the less advantaged students who 
would systematically not have access to MSC. Findings showed that schools with higher relative 
wealth did have higher access to MSC programming in the area of advisory but this finding 
related directly to school district spending and not the relative wealth of the students. Likewise, 
there was no clear evidence that White students were more likely to have access to MSC 
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programming. The only statistically significant finding related to race suggests the opposite in 
only one area of MSC programming, Advisory, and this study lacked sufficient evidence to 
explain why this may be the case. There appears to be no overall predictable pattern as to why a 
school implements MSC programming other than the per pupil expenditure in a district 
correlating to the implementation of Advisory or Advisory with Teaming. This is consistent with 
the notion that advisory is not believed to be essential programming but an add-on program to do 
if possible. Although, issues around race may be driving the higher implementation of Advisory 
in schools with higher rates of Latino/a students. This finding may also be related to findings in 
previous research that associated positive academic outcomes related to affective structures and 
school connectedness for schools with higher rates of poverty (Picucci et al., 2004; Shulkind & 
Foote, 2009), and, according to statewide data, the poverty rate for Latinos/as under age 17 is 
27% compared to 11% for their White peers (Pew Research Center, 2014). 
As discussed earlier, middle schools in the Illinois context have been under pressure to 
increase standardized test scores as a direct result of federal policy implementation, and it is 
important that school programming such as MSC has an effect on student academic performance. 
This study found that teaming did show a statistically significant main effect on Composite 
PARCC. The partial Eta Squared of 0.03 indicates that 3% of the variance in Composite PARCC 
is due to teaming. This finding is significant, and suggests that there is substantial added value to 
academic performance that relates to teaming. This finding is also consistent with previous 
research (Cook et al., 2013; Faulkner & Cook, 2013; Flowers et al., 1999). This finding was not 
unexpected, because teaming with CPT are structures designed to provide direct support for 
students and to coordinate academic services. This finding also supports the much broader 
implementation of Teaming within the state compared to Advisory. To be fair, the primary 
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purposes of advisory are affective, not to effect directly student academic performance (AMLE, 
2012; Galassi et al., 1997b), and anticipating advisory as being significantly related to higher test 
scores is a false assumption (Russell, 1997). However, this study did anticipate that Advisory 
plus Teaming, full MSC implementation according to this study, should have resulted in higher 
overall school academic performance. Galassi and colleagues (1997a) suggested that higher 
performing middle grades schools that are implementing MSC practices with fidelity may have a 
diminishing need to continue to implement advisory, suggesting that schools with higher 
academic performance may discontinue or not implement advisory. There is an academic value 
to teaming that does not exist for advisory, and it is important to consider more closely the 
reasons for implementing advisory, which this study did not examine. 
Likewise, determining the effectiveness of MSC implementation when using only 
academic achievement as an indicator of effectiveness is particularly limited when considering 
advisory programming. Even though having structures that make sure students are known by the 
adults in the school promotes better academic results (Picucci et al., 2004) and school 
connectedness, possibly through advisory structures, is linked to higher student achievement 
regardless of student socioeconomic factors (Shulkind & Foote, 2009), most studies involving 
advisory do not define the purpose and function of advisory as directly intended to improve 
academic performance. Instead advisory is intended to “provide academic and social-emotional 
mentorship” (Shulkind & Foote, p. 21) in a setting “where one adult takes on the role of student 
advocate” (Weilbacher & Lanier, 2012, p. 17), and advisory serves as “an organizational 
structure in which one small group of students identifies with and belongs to one educator, who 
nurtures, advocates for, and shepherds through school the individuals in that group” (Cole, 1992, 
p. 5). An academic standardized test score as the sole indicator of effectiveness of advisory, as 
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applied in this study, is problematic; however, this should not diminish the notion that schools 
that fully implement MSC (which would include advisory), theoretically would perform higher 
academically than peer schools. This study did not find a relationship between advisory and 
academic performance as measured through a single standardized academic score indicator. 
The relationship between teaming and academic performance is important, but the 
strength of this finding was diminished when considering the role of race/ethnicity and relative 
wealth. Because the effect of teaming disappeared when considering these additional variables, 
the overall positive effect of teaming on academic performance becomes less clear. Previous 
research has shown that, when controlling for these variables, the net effect of the school on 
certain types of academic performance becomes less apparent or non-existent (Falbe, 2014; 
Lubienski & Lubienski, 2014). This finding is significant to the study of academic achievement 
in relation to MSC. It appears that, although teaming alone is significant, the effects of teaming 
may be a result of the privileges associated with whiteness and affluence rather than the 
advantages of a programming model. This connection may point directly to in-school curricular 
structures that may be in place that affect less advantaged students as indicated by folk belief 
theory. For instance, it is possible that within school structures not measured in this study (e.g., 
tracking into remedial or advanced courses, over-identification of students for special education 
services, and disproportionate disciplinary practices) may persist in schools regardless of 
implementation of MSC, and, according to folk belief theory, these within school structures 
would more likely negatively affect less advantaged students. Even though previous research has 
shown that implementation of MSC may result in higher performance in high poverty schools 
(Picucci et al., 2004), this study suggests that race and poverty together have an effect on school 
academic performance. Ultimately, a school’s demographics and relative wealth may negate the 
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positive effect of MSC implementation, and it is possible that “Highly Successful Middle 
Schools” (McEwin & Greene, 2013) may actually be labeled as such because their schools are 
less non-White and more affluent, leading researchers and practitioners to question the broader 
application of MSC as a school reform measure.  
Implications 
 This study provides several insights about the role of MSC implementation in Illinois and 
the relationship between MSC implementation and demographic indicators, relative wealth, and 
academic performance. This study has potential to be useful to various stakeholders. This section 
presents a sample of the implications from this study for three stakeholder groups: parents, the 
state legislature and state education officials, and school and district administrators. 
Implications for parents. This section speaks to parents of students in schools. Outside 
of CPS, the most common organizational pattern grade spans in schools is 6-8, and there should 
continue to be little debate as to whether it is or is not appropriate for sixth graders to be in 
middle grades schools; it is now the norm. What happens in a student’s school varies greatly, but 
in a middle grades school, the student likely experiences some type of teaming with common 
planning time for the teachers, and, in about half of all schools, the student will have advisory. 
At a time when researchers are increasingly pointing to a K-8 model to become the standard 
grade span (Bedard & Do, 2005; Schwartz et al., 2011; Weiss & Kipnes, 2006), a stronger look 
at underlying causes of low academic achievement is needed (Darling-Hammond, 2010). Instead 
of a dramatic shift away from current practices, parents should consider advocating for providing 
equitable access school programming that is not driven by inequitable per pupil expenditures. 
Relatively wealthy school districts are more likely to be fully implementing MSC suggesting that 
the cost of such programming is merited when the money is available. Until all students have 
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equitable access to current programming it is difficult to argue for dramatic changes to the way 
middle grades schools are organized. Parents may also consider that the measurement of school 
effectiveness through a single standardized test score may not measure fully the experience that a 
parent wants for his/her student. Particularly around the concept of advisory, using an academic 
indicator as the measure of effectiveness is problematic when other concerns or needs related to 
social and emotional learning may be the desired result. Other data points such as various 
indicators of school climate and school safety (Kutsyuruba, Klinger, & Hussain, 2015; Lubienski 
et al., 2008) should be considered. As a result, other measures of school effectiveness should be 
considered prior to applying broad changes to middle grades programming.  
Implications for the state legislature and state education officials. This study 
continues to identify underlying issues of race and poverty and their effects on academic 
achievement. Inequitable funding in Illinois is a persistent problem that appears to be affecting 
negatively some public schools in the state through inadequate funding levels in some higher 
need communities (Murphy, 2012; Wall, 2006). In Illinois, the inequitable funding formula has 
had a clear implication on whether students have access to MSC programming. Simply, schools 
with more money are more likely to fully implement MSC. Although, this study did not identify 
a clear relationship between full implementation and higher academic achievement, it did 
demonstrate that schools investing in teaming do have higher academic performance. Funding 
efforts that minimize disparate funding levels across the state will minimize the lack of access to 
MSC programming, and targeted funding to promote teaming as a key part in MSC 
implementation in less advantaged communities may result in improved academic performance. 
Implications for school and district administrators. Implementation of MSC is often a 
local decision with a multitude of variables considered that effect levels of implementation. This 
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study provides support to school and district administrators for maintaining current grade level 
patterns and sustaining Teaming as these activities are typical in the middle grades. The data in 
this study suggests that using aspects of the MSC and organizing as middle grades schools is the 
norm. However, it is not entirely apparent whether the continued implementation of MSC is 
worth the cost, and it is important for local school leaders to consider the costs and benefits of 
programming specifically designed for young adolescents.  
An interpretation of this study could be that MSC does not matter because, when 
controlling for race/ethnicity and relative wealth, there is not a statistically significant 
relationship between academic performance and MSC. However, more research is needed before 
school and district administrators make significant changes to program. Likewise, programming 
such as teaming and advisory has other positive effects on schools other than directly on 
academic performance (Flowers et al., 1999; Flowers et al., 2000; Shulkind & Foote, 2009). 
Continued investment in teaming may result in improved academic performance, but, as a result 
of the negating of academic performance as a result of issues of race/ethnicity and relative 
wealth, schools should also spend energy and resources to reduce inequities within schools and 
across the state (Darling-Hammond, 2010). Advocacy to address the inequitable funding formula 
may result in more students having access to MSC programming, and alleviating the 
discrepancies among students of color compared to white peers is, arguably, necessary in any 
school setting. At the same time, schools continue to implement Teaming and Advisory as ways 
to improve school more generally through structures such as PLCs and the need to implement 
schoolwide behavioral and character education programs (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Sugai & 
Horner, 1999). Educators in each school should consider the unique needs of their students and 
conditions that affect their ability to implement MSC. 
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Recommendations for Policy and Practice 
Based upon the findings from this study, one recommendation (number one) is presented 
for policy and two (numbers two and three) are presented for practice. 
1. When formulating state funding policy, emphasize the broad interest of the state 
as an avenue for expanding equitable access to programming. This study found a statistically 
significant relationship between OEPP and implementation of MSC as seen through Cluster 1 
(schools high levels of teaming and advisory) and Cluster 2 (schools with high levels of advisory 
but not teaming). More highly resourced school districts implement these practices at a higher 
rate, suggesting that there is a perceived value to these programs when sufficient funding is 
available. Programming that is viewed as necessary in more affluent districts should be 
accessible to less affluent districts, and this finding adds to the need for the state of Illinois to 
develop and implement a more equitable funding formula across the state’s 852 school districts. 
 2. Continue to invest in teaming. This study found an underlying value to teaming. A 
3% increase in standardized testing scores related to teaming as part of MSC implementation is 
of high value to any school leader. An important consideration is how this time is being used to 
enhance academic performance and meet the needs of the school, and as other research suggests, 
how that time is used is important (Cook et al., 2013). 
 3. Actively address issues of race/ethnicity and poverty and their effects on 
improving school performance. Whether through a framework for social justice leadership 
(Theoharis & Haddix, 2011) or expanding transformative leadership to address demographic 
change (Cooper, 2009), individuals in schools need to address race/ethnicity and poverty and the 
effect of these indicators on school performance. Based on this study, these indicators have a 
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clear effect on negating the statistically significant relationship between MSC implementation 
and the positive outcomes associated with Teaming. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
The following recommendations are presented for further research. 
 1. Pursue an expanded study that includes multiple sources of input from members 
of individual schools. This study relied, in large part, on the self-reported implementation of 
MSC in a school as perceived by the principal. Given the large number of principals who are in 
their first or second year, it is possible that the perceptions of teachers or other stakeholders, 
when analyzed next to the perceptions of the principal, would yield different results. Minimally, 
an expanded study would yield a richer picture of what is happening in Illinois’ middle schools. 
2. Pursue an iteration of this study that includes demographic and academic 
performance data over multiple years. At the time of this study, the use of longitudinal student 
performance data was not possible, because spring 2015 was the first administration of the 
PARCC test and no comparable data within Illinois was available. Standardized test scores may 
have been suppressed due to the novelty of the test and the test’s computer-based format. For 
instance, comparing year one to year two may result in significant changes between schools with 
higher resources and those without. Higher resourced schools may be able to respond more 
quickly to the standardized testing data and make structural or academic changes that would 
improve testing scores more quickly.  
3. Consider the cluster model for more in-depth study. A possible area for study 
would be to use the schools from Cluster 1 (high Teaming and high Advisory) for a more 
detailed statistical analysis. Within that group, there was great variation among schools in all 
areas. The literature would benefit from further statistical analysis on these schools to identify 
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additional indicators or predictors that may yield an added benefit to academic achievement or 
middle school organization. Further statistical analysis, including additional surveying, would be 
appropriate to explore this question. 
4. Conduct case studies of schools that were academically high performing and high 
MSC implementing middle schools as identified in this study. Simple implementation of 
teaming and advisory did not predict academic achievement. What happens within these schools 
and within teams of teachers may be what separates high implementing schools from each other 
not just that schools implement MSC. A detailed case study approach seems best suited for this 
topic and previous case studies have considered topics that are similar (Angelle, 2010; Cook et 
al., 2009)  
5. Identify schools from this study that have high non-White and low relative wealth 
student populations but have high academic performance and conduct further case study 
research. Whether these schools are high implementing MSC schools or they do not fully utilize 
MSC, investigating these schools is worth exploring to determine how best to reform middle 
grades schools to meet the needs of all students. Previous studies have compared schools within 
large districts to determine what indicators improve school performance (Balfanz & Mac Iver, 
2000; Balfanz et al., 2007; Weiss & Kipnes, 2006), but comparisons across a diverse state such 
as Illinois is lacking. A mixed methods approach may be best for this study that would include 
additional surveying of identified schools and some form of qualitative case study analysis. 
6. Pursue further research into schools with high Latino/a student populations that 
implement advisory. This was a statistically significant finding in this study, but little is known 
regarding why schools with higher Latino/a population are more likely to implement advisory 
programs. Likewise, if a rationale for implementation at higher rates can be identified, it may be 
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beneficial to identify whether advisory programming has met the perceived needs of the school. 
Qualitative case-study or mixed methods approaches may be best suited to explore this topic. 
7. Conduct further investigation into advisory practices that consider measures of 
effectiveness not limited to academic achievement. Criticisms of advisory (Galassi et al., 
1997a; Russell, 1997) indicate that it may be important to pursue a line of inquiry into whether or 
not schools meet the affective or other advising needs of students through programming options 
other than advisory or in tandem with advisory. Likewise, investigating why schools may have 
abandoned past advisory practices may be an important consideration as well as whether or not 
past advisory practices are now supplemented or supplanted by alternative affective structures 
such as increased counseling services or other therapeutic practices. A potential approach to this 
line of investigation may include surveying schools about advisory and other affective practices 
and collecting data about other indicators of effectiveness such as school climate and discipline. 
8. Consider the academic performance of students from low income households in 
high OEPP schools compared to students from low income households in low OEPP 
schools. This subset of analysis within the relative wealth category was not considered in this 
study. Within middle schools, it is not known if students from low income households perform 
higher academically in schools with high OEPP compared to low OEPP schools. This study 
identified that rates of student qualification for free and reduced-price lunch did not have a 
statistically significant relationship to academic outcomes or MSC implementation, but OEPP 
was found to be significantly related to implementation of advisory and advisory and teaming 
combined. It may be useful to conduct further analysis to see if there is a statistically significant 
relationship between academic performance and MSC implementation for students from low 
income households whether in high or low OEPP districts. 
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Conclusion 
This statewide study of middle school concept implementation in Illinois considered the 
levels of implementation as well as the relationships between implementation and race/ethnicity, 
relative wealth, and academic performance. The findings add to the body of research related to 
middle grades education and provide a useful look at the current middle grades practices in one 
large, diverse state. This study does not provide a definitive answer regarding the effectiveness 
of middle grades schools in Illinois, but it establishes the need for additional research that 
considers how to improve student academic outcomes while providing equitable access to MSC 
programming. 
This study found that, of the responding schools, 86.8% were utilizing some level of 
advisory and/or teaming with common planning time and 73.7% were implementing teaming, 
and this finding indicates there is value in pursuing research and creating policies that consider 
these established, broadly implemented practices. Advisory existed in about 50% of middle 
grades schools, and measurement of the purposes of advisory related to intended outcomes is 
needed prior to recommending changes to this practice. The significant positive effect of teaming 
suggests there is value in maintaining and developing this practice to improve academic 
performance; although, further consideration of the interaction race/ethnicity and relative wealth, 
such as other indicators of academic outcomes and school climate, is needed in order to inform 
future policy and practice decisions. 
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Appendix A 
 
Data Collection Matrix 
 
Research Question Data Collection Sources Data Access 
RQ 1: What is the current level of MSC 
implementation in Illinois? 
Survey middle grades school principals in Illinois 
in order to identify and report the levels of MSC 
implementation. 
Identify and categorize schools according to MSC 
implementation levels. 
ISBE public records listing and Freedom of 
Information Act request to identify sample group. 
Respondent answers to survey. 
Based on respondent answers to survey, school 
will be categorized according to implementation 
level. 
RQ2: Is there a statistically significant relationship 
between schools’ relative wealth and levels of 
MSC implementation in Illinois’ schools? 
MSC Clusters identified in RQ1. 
ISBE and Illinois Interactive Report Card (IIRC) 
will provide data on FRL and OEPP. 
Categorization groupings from RQ1. 
Demographic data is publicly available through 
ISBE and IIRC. 
RQ3: Is there a statistically significant relationship 
between a school’s student racial/ethnic 
composition, as an aggregate and according to 
specific racial/ethnic groups, and levels of MSC 
implementation? 
MSC Clusters identified in RQ1. 
ISBE and IIRC provide the data on racial/ethnic 
groups for each school. 
Categorization groupings from RQ1. 
Demographic data is publicly available through 
ISBE and IIRC. 
RQ4:Is there a statistically significant relationship 
between a school’s academic achievement levels, 
based on state mandated standardized tests, and 
levels of MSC implementation in Illinois’ schools? 
MSC Clusters identified in RQ1. 
ISBE and IIRC provide the data on academic 
achievement. 
Categorization groupings from RQ1. 
Academic achievement data is publicly available 
through ISBE and IIRC. 
RQ5: Is there a statistically significant relationship 
between a school’s academic achievement level, 
based on state mandated standardized tests and 
demographics (race/ethnicity, rates of free and 
reduced-price lunch, or operating expenditure per 
pupil), when using levels of MSC implementation 
in Illinois’ schools as a mediator variable? 
MSC Clusters identified in RQ1. 
ISBE and IIRC provide the data on                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
academic achievement. 
ISBE and IIRC provide the data on FRL, OEPP 
and racial/ethnic groups for each school. 
Categorization groupings from RQ1. 
Academic achievement and demographic data is
publicly available through ISBE and IIRC. 
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Appendix B 
 
MSC Implementation Matrix 
 
Self-reported MSC implementation 
 
Q7 Indicate the degree to which you believe the middle level characteristic listed below is important to our school. Then indicate the degree to which your school 
currently implements the characteristic. Finally, please identify the plans you have in your school to implement each characteristic in the future. 
 
IMPORTANCE 
Little or No Importance--absence of this characteristic will not affect the quality of the school 
Somewhat Important--presence of this characteristic adds to the quality of the school 
Very Important--presence of this characteristic is critical to school quality 
 
CURRENT IMPLEMENTATION 
No Implementation--we do not have this characteristic in our school 
Partial Implementation--we implement this characteristic but not every aspect as it is described 
Full Implementation--we implement every aspect of the characteristic as described in the statement 
 
PLANS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
Continue Current Level of Implementation. 
Discontinue Current Level of Implementation. 
Plans to Implement. We do not implement the characteristic fully, but already have plans to do so in the next two years. 
 
 Importance of Characteristic Current Implementation Plans for Implementation Sum 
Interdisciplinary teams of 2-5 
teachers sharing common 
students and common 
planning time. 
0 Little or No Importance 
1 Somewhat Important 
2 Very Important 
0 No Implementation 
1 Partial Implementation 
2 Full Implementation 
2 Continue Current Level of 
Implementation (and fully 
implementing 2) (and partially 
implementing 1) (and no 
implementation 0) 
0 Discontinue Current Level 
Implementation (assumed to 
be eliminating current 
implementation) 
1 Plans to Implement (if fully 
implementing 2) (if partially 
implementing or not 
implementing 1) 
6 High 
0 Low 
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 Importance of Characteristic Current Implementation Plans for Implementation Sum 
Advisor-advisee program 
regularly scheduled for 15 
minutes or more during each 
classroom day. 
0 Little or No Importance 
1 Somewhat Important 
2 Very Important 
0 No Implementation 
1 Partial Implementation 
2 Full Implementation 
2 Continue Current Level of 
Implementation (and fully 
implementing 2) (and partially 
implementing 1) (and no 
implementation 0) 
0 Discontinue Current Level 
of Implementation (assumed 
to be eliminating current 
implementation) 
1 Plans to Implement (if fully 
implementing 2) (if partially 
implementing or not 
implementing 1) 
6 High 
0 Low 
Sum Q7   Advisory 6 High to 0 Low 
   Teaming and CPT 6 High to 0 Low 
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Teaming Implementation 
     Sum 
Q8 Is your school 
organized into 
interdisciplinary teams in 
at least one grade level? 
 
3 Yes 0 No   3 High to 0 Low 
Q9 Is interdisciplinary 
teaming in place in all 
grade levels in your 
school? 
3 Yes No 
Average Q10 through 
Q14≤3 
 0 Unable to Answer 3 High to 0 Low 
Q10 Is interdisciplinary 
teaming in place at fifth 
grade? 
3 Yes 
Score NA if does not 
have grade 
0 No Does not have grade. 0 Unable to Answer  
Q11 Is interdisciplinary 
teaming in place at sixth 
grade? 
3 Yes 
Score NA if does not 
have grade 
0 No Does not have grade. 0 Unable to Answer  
Q12 Is interdisciplinary 
teaming in place at seventh 
grade? 
3 Yes 
Score NA if does not 
have grade 
0 No Does not have grade. 0 Unable to Answer  
Q13 Is interdisciplinary 
teaming in place at eighth 
grade? 
3 Yes 
Score NA if does not 
have grade 
0 No Does not have grade. 0 Unable to Answer  
Q14 Is interdisciplinary 
teaming in place at ninth 
grade? 
3 Yes 
Score NA if does not 
have grade 
0 No Does not have grade. 0 Unable to Answer  
Sum Q8 to Q14     6 High to 0 Low 
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Teaming Practices and Common Planning Time 
     
Q15 The students who are 
part of a team: (Select only 
one) 
2 Are taught only by the 
teachers of their team for a 
“teaming” subject. 
1 May be taught by a non-
team teacher for a “teaming” 
subject 
1 Teaming varies by grade 
level 
Use highest any two 
responses 
0 Unable to Answer 2 High to 0 Low 
 
Q16 If your school is 
organized into 
interdisciplinary teams, 
please indicate how many 
common planning periods 
teachers on teams have per 
week in a typical five day 
week. 
2 
More than 10 per week 
10 per week 
9 per week 
8 per week 
7 per week 
6 per week 
5 per week 
4 per week 
 
1 
3 per week 
2 per week 
1 per week 
 
0 None 
0 Unable to Answer 
2 High to 0 Low 
 
Q17 Indicate how many 
individual planning periods 
teachers on interdisciplinary 
teams have in a typical five 
day week, separate from 
common planning periods. 
2 (only if scoring 2 or 1 on 
Q16) 
More than 10 per week 
10 per week 
9 per week 
8 per week 
7 per week 
6 per week 
5 per week 
4 per week 
1 (only if scoring 2 on Q 16) 
3 per week 
2 per week 
1 per week 
 
0 None 
0 Unable to Answer 
2 High to 0 Low 
    6 High to 0 Low 
  
  149 
Common Planning Activities 
Q18 From the options below, 
select each characteristic that 
describes the work of the 
interdisciplinary teams in 
your school when the team 
members meet as a team 
during their planning times 
within the school day (not 
before or after school). 
2 Team members keep written records of the discussions and decision made during team 
meetings. (always/often 2; sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
Average the total score out of 
12. Multiply the average 
times 3 for a scaled score of 
between 6 and 0. 
Average the sum of the 
characteristics. 
 
2 Team members work together to develop integrated learning/curriculum during their team 
meetings. (always/often 2; sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members discuss the needs of individual students and develop plans for addressing 
those needs. (always/often 2; sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members meet with parents during their team meetings. (always/often 2; 
sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members meet with students during their team meetings. (always/often 2; 
sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members coordinate student assignments and/or assessments. (always/often 2; 
sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members meet with other support staff. (always/often 2; sometimes/rarely 
1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members collaborate on instructional strategies and/or assessments. 
  
Indicate the importance 
of each type of activity 
occurring during each 
interdisciplinary team 
common planning time. 
2 Team members keep written records of the discussions and decision made during team 
meetings. (Extremely Important/Very Important 2; Moderately Important/Slightly Important 
1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members work together to develop integrated learning/curriculum during their team 
meetings. (always/often 2; sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members discuss the needs of individual students and develop plans for addressing 
those needs. (always/often 2; sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members meet with parents during their team meetings. (always/often 2; 
sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members meet with students during their team meetings. (always/often 2; 
sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members coordinate student assignments and/or assessments. (always/often 2; 
sometimes/rarely 1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members meet with other support staff. (always/often 2; sometimes/rarely 
1;never/blank 0) 
2 Team members collaborate on instructional strategies and/or assessments. 
Sum  6 High to 0 Low 
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Advisory Implementation 
    Sum 
Q19 Does your school have an 
advisory program that includes 
all students? 
2 Yes 0 No  2 High to 0 Low 
Is advisory in place in all grade 
levels in your school? 
2 Yes 2 for each grade level with 
advisory. 0 for each grade 
level without advisory. 
Average 
No 2 High to 0 Low 
Q20 How frequently do advisory 
groups meet at your school 
during a typical week? 
2 
Daily, Five days per week 
Four days per week 
 
1 
Three days per week 
Two days per week 
One day per week 
 
0 
Less than one day per week 
(e.g. biweekly, monthly) 
Unable to Answer 
2 High to 0 Low 
Q21 How many minutes per 
advisory session do groups 
meet? 
2 
16-20 
21-25 
26-30 
31-35 
36-40 
More than 40 minutes 
1 
1-10 
11-15 
 
0 
Unable to Answer 
2 High to 0 Low 
Q22 On average how many 
students per advisor/teacher does 
each advisory group have? 
2 
Less than 10 students per 
advisor/teacher 
10-15 students per 
advisor/teacher 
1 
16-20 students per 
advisor/teacher 
21-25 students per 
advisor/teacher 
More than 25 students per 
advisory/teacher 
0 
Unable to Answer 
2 High to 0 Low 
Sum Q19 to Q22    10 High to 0 Low 
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Advisory Activities and Importance 
      Sum 
Q23 
Indicate 
the 
frequency 
with which 
each type 
of activity 
is expected 
to occur 
during 
each 
advisory 
session. 
Individual student conferences 2 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
0 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Average the total 
score out of 22. 
Multiply the 
average times 3 
for a scaled score 
of between 6 and 
0. 
Group discussions 2 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
0 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Parties, informal “fun” activities, team 
building activities 
2 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
0 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Social-Emotional Learning activities, 
character education 
2 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
0 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Study skills or other academic activities 2 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
0 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Announcements 0 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
2 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Distributing materials 0 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
2 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
School administrative tasks 0 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
2 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Study Hall / Homework completion 0 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
2 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Test taking / Test prep 0 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
2 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Career exploration 2 Always  
Often 
1 Sometimes 
Rarely 
0 Never 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Q24 
Indicate 
the 
importance 
of each 
type of 
activity 
occurring 
during 
advisory 
time. 
Individual student conferences 2 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
0 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Group discussions 2 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
0 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Parties, informal “fun” activities, team 
building activities 
2 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
0 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Social-Emotional Learning activities, 
character education 
2 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
0 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
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Slightly 
Important 
Study skills or other academic activities 2 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
1 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Announcements 0 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
2 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Distributing materials 0 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
2 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
School administrative tasks 0 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
2 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
Study Hall / Homework completion 0 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
2 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
 
Test taking / Test prep 0 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
2 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
 
Career exploration 2 Extremely 
Important 
Very Important 
1 Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
1 Not at all 
important 
 
0 Unable to 
Answer 
 
Sum      6 High to 0 Low 
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MSC Rating Scale 
 Type  
Teaming and Common Planning Time Self-Reported 0-6 
 Teaming Implementation 0-6 
 Teaming Organization 0-6 
 Common Planning Activities 0-6 
 TOTAL TEAMING AND CPT 0-24 
Advisory Self-Reported 0-6 
 Advisory Implementation 0-10 
 Advisory Activities 0-6 
 TOTAL ADVISORY 0-22 
COMPOSITE TOTAL TEAMING AND CPT + 
TOTAL ADVISORY 
0-46 
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Appendix C 
 
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey 
 
 
Dear Colleague,
 
I am a doctoral student at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign working with Dr. Donald G.
Hackmann to study “The Status and Effectiveness of Middle School Concept Implementation in
Illinois.” This study focuses on measuring implementation practices of specific educational
components associated with Middle School Concept in Illinois schools that serve middle grades
students. Additionally, this study will correlate implementation of these practices to demographic
factors and standardized academic performance outcomes that are available publically.
Because you serve as a middle grades school principal, I am seeking your participation in this
study.  Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, and your responses will be kept
anonymous. I am seeking your opinion on your school, therefore, there are no correct answers.
Completion of this survey will take approximately 15 minutes. There are minimal risks associated
with this survey other than specifically identifying your school along with some of its
characteristics and sharing information about your professional background. Any information that
may identify you or your school will be kept confidential, and no specific schools or individuals will
be identified.  The benefits of this survey are to contribute to understanding the level of
implementation of Middle School Concept in Illinois. If at any point you feel uncomfortable
answering any questions you may refrain from answering them or withdraw from the survey.
Participants may potentially benefit from critically thinking about their current school’s
organizational practices while completing this survey.
In general, we will not tell anyone any information about you. When this research is discussed or
published, no one will know that you were in the study.  However, laws and university rules might
require us to disclose information about you.  For example, if required by laws or University Policy,
study information which identifies you and the consent form signed by you may be seen or copied
by the following people or groups:  a) The university committee and office that reviews and
approves research studies, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and Office for Protection of
Research Subjects, and b) University and state auditors, and Departments of the university
responsible for oversight of research.
Not completing this survey will have no negative impact on your relationship with the University of
Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, the Association for Illinois Middle Schools (AIMS), or the Illinois
Principal’s Association (IPA).
The results of this survey will be used for completion of a doctoral dissertation and may be
disseminated through publications or presentations. Since all participants are anonymous, there
will be no identifiers in any presentation of the results. Specifically the information provided in this
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
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survey about you and your school will not be presented in an identifiable manner.
Any questions about this study can be directed to Dr. Donald G. Hackmann, Professor, Education
Policy, Organization and Leadership, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, at 217-333-0230 or
dghack@illinois.edu or me, Scott Woods, at 217-722-1677 or scwoods@illinois.edu.  You may also
contact the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 or
irb@illinois.edu.
By clicking on the survey link and completing the survey, you are providing your consent for
participation in this study. The survey will be available from April 25, 2016 to May 9, 2016.
By clicking on the box below, I provide consent to share my responses with Scott Woods and Dr. Donald G.
Hackmann.
*
Yes, I understand and agree to participate.
No, I do not consent to participate.
2
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School Identification
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
Identify your school from the drop down list. Schools are listed first by city then by school name. (The
purpose of identifying your school from this list is to correlate your school’s publicly available demographic
and academic performance data. All of your responses will remain confidential and will not be reported
individually or identifiably.)
City Names A-L
City Names M-Z
Other. If your school is not listed, please enter the name of your school and the city in which it is located.
3
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Indicate the degree to which you believe the middle level characteristic listed below is important to
your school. Then indicate the degree to which your school currently implements the characteristic.
Finally, please identify the plans you have in your school to implement each characteristic in the
future.
IMPORTANCE
Little or No Importance--absence of this characteristic will not affect the quality of the school
Somewhat Important--presence of this characteristic adds to the quality of the school
Very Important--presence of this characteristic is critical to school quality
CURRENT IMPLEMENTATION IN YOUR SCHOOL
No Implementation--we do not have this characteristic in our school as it is described in the
statement
Partial Implementation--we implement this characteristic but not every aspect as it is described in
the statement
Full Implementation--we implement every aspect of the characteristic as described in the statement
PLANS FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN YOUR SCHOOL
Continue Current Level of Implementation.
Discontinue Current Level Implementation.
Plans to Implement. We do not implement the characteristic fully, but already have plans to do so in
the next two years.
Implementation of Middle School Concept Practices
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
 Little or No Importance Somewhat Important Very Important
Interdisciplinary teams of two or more
 teachers sharing common students
and common planning time.
Advisory-advisee program regularly
scheduled for 15 minutes or more
during each classroom day.
Importance of Characterisic*
4
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 No Implementation Partial Implementation Full Implementation
Interdisciplinary teams of two or more
teachers sharing common students
and common planning time.
Advisory-advisee program regularly
scheduled for 15 minutes or more
during each classroom day.
Current Implementation*
 
Continue Current Level of
 Implementation
Discontinue Current Level of
Implementation Plans to Implement
Interdisciplinary teams of two or
more teachers sharing common
students and common planning time.
Advisory-advisee program regularly
scheduled for 15 minutes or more
during each classroom day.
Plans for Implementation in Your School*
5
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Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
Are all grades in your school considered part of your middle school program?*
Yes, all grades in my school are part of the middle school program
No, not all grades in my school are part of the middle school program.
6
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Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
Indicate which grades are NOT part of your middle school program.  Select all that apply.*
Grade 5 is not part of the middle school program or is not at my school.
Grade 6 is not part of the middle school program or is not at my school
Grade 7 is not part of the middle school program or is not at my school
Grade 8 is not part of the middle school program or is not at my school
Grade 9 is not part of the middle school program or is not at my school
7
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For purposes of this study, interdisciplinary teaming is defined as two or more regular education
teachers who work together as a team to teach more than one subject to the same group of
students.
Interdisciplinary Teaming
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
Is your school organized into interdisciplinary teams in at least one grade level?*
Yes
No
8
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Interdisciplinary Teaming
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
Is interdisciplinary teaming in place in all grade levels in your school?*
Yes, interdisciplinary teaming is in place at all grade levels.
No, interdisciplinary teaming is in place at some grade levels.
9
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Interdisciplinary Teaming
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
 Yes, teaming is in place. No, teaming is not in place.
N/A. My school does not have this
grade.
5th Grade
6th Grade
7th Grade
8th Grade
9th Grade
Indicate whether teaming exists in each of the grade levels in your school. If you do not have the grade
level, mark N/A.
*
10
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Planning Time and Team Organization
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
The students who are part of a team: (Select all that apply.)*
Are taught only by the teachers of their team for a “teaming” subject.
May be taught by a non-team teacher for a “teaming” subject (exclusive of special education or bilingual/ESL services).
Teaming varies by grade level.
If your school is organized into interdisciplinary teams, please indicate the average number of common
planning periods teachers on teams have per week in a typical five-day week.
*
None
More than 10 per week
10 per week
9 per week
8 per week
7 per week
6 per week
5 per week
4 per week
3 per week
2 per week
1 per week
Indicate the average length of the common planning time allotted to on-team teachers for common planning
periods in a typical five-day week. Indicate the time in minutes per planning period.
*
11
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Indicate the average number individual planning periods teachers on interdisciplinary teams have in a
typical five day week, separate from common planning periods.
*
None
More than 10 per week
10 per week
9 per week
8 per week
7 per week
6 per week
5 per week
4 per week
3 per week
2 per week
1 per week
Indicate the average length of the individual planning time allotted to on-team teachers for individual
planning periods in a typical five day week. Indicate the time in minutes per planning period.
*
Is there anything else you would like to share concerning your school's teaming or common planning time?
12
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Planning Time and Team Organization
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
 Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never
Team members keep
written records of the
discussions and
decision made during
team meetings.
Team members work
together to develop
integrated
learning/curriculum
during their team
meetings.
Team members discuss
the needs of individual
students and develop
plans for addressing
those needs.
Team members meet
with parents during their
team meetings.
Team members meet
with students during
their team meetings.
Team members meet
with other support staff.
Team members
coordinate student
assignments and/or
assessments.
Team members
collaborate on
instructional strategies
and/or assessments.
Indicate the frequency with which each type of activity is expected to occur during each interdisciplinary
team common planning time.
*
13
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Planning Time and Team Organization
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
 Extremely important Very important
Moderately
important Slightly important Not at all important
Team members keep
written records of the
discussions and
decision made during
team meetings.
Team members work
together to develop
integrated
learning/curriculum
during their team
meetings.
Team members discuss
the needs of individual
students and develop
plans for addressing
those needs.
Team members meet
with parents during their
team meetings.
Team members meet
with students during
their team meetings.
Team members meet
with other support staff.
Team members
coordinate student
assignments and/or
assessments.
Team members
collaborate on
instructional strategies
and/or assessments.
Indicate the importance of each type of activity occurring during each interdisciplinary team common
planning time.
*
14
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For purposes of this study, advisory is an organizational structure that enables an adult advisor to
meet and work with a small group of students on a regular basis.
Advisory Programming
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
Does your school have an advisory program that includes all, or nearly all, students at at least one grade
level?
*
Yes
No
15
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Advisory Programming
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
Is advisory in place in all grade levels in your school?*
Yes, advisory is in place at all grade levels.
No, advisory is in place at some grade levels.
16
  170 
 
 
Advisory Programming
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
 Yes, advisory is in place. No, advisory is not in place.
N/A. My school does not have this
grade level.
5th Grade
6th Grade
7th Grade
8th Grade
9th Grade
Indicate whether advisory programming exists in each of the grade levels in your school. If you do not have
the grade level, mark N/A.
*
17
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Advisory Programming
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
How frequently do advisory groups meet at your school during a typical week?*
Daily, Five days per week
Four days per week
Three days per week
Two days per week
One day per week
Less than one day per week (e.g. biweekly, monthly)
How many minutes per advisory session do groups meet?*
Other (please explain any unique staffing aspects of your advisory program)
Does every certified teaching staff member in the school have an advisory group?*
Yes
No
On average how many students per advisor/teacher does each advisory group have?*
Is there anything else you would like to share concerning your school's advisory program?
18
  172 
 
 
Advisory Programming
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
 Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never
Individual student
conferences
Group discussions
Parties, informal “fun”
activities, team building
activities
Social-Emotional
Learning activities,
character education
Study skills or other
academic activities
Announcements
Distributing materials
School administrative
tasks
Study Hall / Homework
completion
Test taking / Test prep
Career exploration
Indicate the frequency with which each type of activity is expected to occur during each advisory session.*
19
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Advisory Programming
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
 Extremely important Very important
Moderately
important Slightly important Not at all important
Individual student
conferences
Group discussions
Parties, informal “fun”
activities, team building
activities
Social-Emotional
Learning activities,
character education
Study skills or other
academic activities
Announcements
Distributing materials
School administrative
tasks
Study hall / Homework
completion
Test taking / Test prep
Career exploration
Indicate the importance of each type of activity occurring during advisory time.*
20
  174 
 
 
Advisory Programming
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
If you answered that your school does not have any advisory programming, please share why you do not
have an advisory program and what, if any, other student supports you may utilize instead of advisory.
*
21
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Respondent Demographics
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
With which ethnicity do you identify?
Hispanic / Latino
Not Hispanic / Not Latino
Choose not to identify
With which race/s do you identify (choose one or more regardless of ethnicity status selected above)?
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African-American
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific-Islander
White
Choose not to identify
With which gender do you identify?
Male
Female
Other
Choose not to identify
How many years have you served as a middle level school principal (at any middle level school), including
this school year as one full year?
How many years have you served as the principal of your current school, including this year as one full
year?
22
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Thank you for participating in this survey.  Any questions or concerns you may have about this
study can be directed to Dr. Donald G. Hackmann, Professor, Education Policy, Organization and
Leadership, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, at 217-333-0230 or dghack@illinois.edu or me,
Scott Woods, at 217-722-1677 or scwoods@illinois.edu. You may also contact the University of
Illinois, Urbana-Champaign Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 or irb@illinois.edu.
Conclusion
Middle School Concept Implementation Survey
If there is any other information you wish to share about your school, please use this space.
23
  177 
Appendix D 
 
IRB Approval 
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Appendix E 
 
Solicitation Emails and Consent 
 
INITIAL SOLICITATION EMAIL FOR PRINCIPAL RESPONDENTS. 
Dear Fellow Middle School Principal, 
  
I am the principal at Urbana Middle School in Urbana, IL, and I would appreciate your support in 
my effort to better understand middle schools across our state. Along with being a principal, I am 
a doctoral student at the University of Illinois working on a dissertation titled, “The Status and 
Effectiveness of Middle School Concept Implementation in Illinois.” This study focuses on 
measuring implementation practices of specific educational components associated with Middle 
School Concept in Illinois schools that serve middle grades students. Additionally, this study will 
correlate implementation of these practices to demographic factors and standardized academic 
performance outcomes that are available publicly available. 
 
Please follow this link to complete a 15 minute survey about your middle school. Following this 
link will take you to the informed consent page and does not commit you to completing the 
survey. 
[insert link here] 
 
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration! 
Scott Woods 
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EMAIL SOLICITATION FOR ASSOCIATION OF ILLINOIS MIDDLE-GRADES SCHOOLS 
AND ILLINOIS PRINCIPALS ASSOCIATION. 
 
Dear [AIMS or IPA] Member, 
 
The principal at Urbana Middle School in Urbana, IL, Scott Woods, is conducting a statewide 
survey of middle schools in order to better understand middle schools across our state as part of a 
dissertation study at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign. During the next several 
weeks, he will be contacting all middle school principals asking them to complete this survey. If 
you are a middle school principals, please take a few minutes out of your busy day to complete 
the 15 minute survey about your middle school. Please note that your relationship with [AIMS or 
IPA] will not be affected in any way if you choose not to participate in the survey. 
 
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration! 
 
[signed by organization] 
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SECOND SOLICITATION EMAIL FOR PRINCIPAL RESPONDENTS. 
 
Dear Fellow Middle School Principal, 
 
Last week I contacted you about participating in a research study about middle schools in 
Illinois. As a fellow middle school principal, I realize you are busy, but please complete this 
survey so your school can be included. Below is the text of the email I sent you last week with a 
link to the survey. 
 
I am the principal at Urbana Middle School in Urbana, IL, and I would appreciate your support 
in my effort to better understand middle schools across our state. Along with being a principal, I 
am a doctoral student at the University of Illinois working on a dissertation titled, “The Status 
and Effectiveness of Middle School Concept Implementation in Illinois.” This study focuses on 
measuring implementation practices of specific educational components associated with Middle 
School Concept in Illinois schools that serve middle grades students. Additionally, this study will 
correlate implementation of these practices to demographic factors and standardized academic 
performance outcomes that are available publicly available. 
 
Please follow this link to complete a 15 minute survey about your middle school. Following this 
link will take you to the informed consent page and does not commit you to completing the 
survey. 
 
[insert link here] 
 
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration! 
Scott Woods 
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FINAL SOLICITATION EMAIL FOR PRINCIPAL RESPONDENTS. 
 
Dear Fellow Middle School Principal, 
 
Two weeks ago I contacted you about participating in a research study about middle schools in 
Illinois. As a fellow middle school principal, I realize you are busy, but please complete this 
survey so your school can be included. Below is the text of the email I sent you two weeks ago 
with a link to the survey. 
 
I am the principal at Urbana Middle School in Urbana, IL, and I would appreciate your support 
in my effort to better understand middle schools across our state. Along with being a principal, I 
am a doctoral student at the University of Illinois working on a dissertation titled, “The Status 
and Effectiveness of Middle School Concept Implementation in Illinois.” This study focuses on 
measuring implementation practices of specific educational components associated with Middle 
School Concept in Illinois schools that serve middle grades students. Additionally, this study will 
correlate implementation of these practices to demographic factors and standardized academic 
performance outcomes that are available publicly available. 
 
Please follow this link to complete a 15 minute survey about your middle school. Following this 
link will take you to the informed consent page and does not commit you to completing the 
survey. In order to collect an adequate number of responses, you may be receiving a phone call 
from me during the next week to encourage completion of this survey. 
 
[insert link here] 
 
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration! 
Scott Woods 
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INFORMED CONSENT FOR ON-LINE SURVEY 
 
Dear Colleague, 
 
I am a doctoral student at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign working with Dr. Donald 
G. Hackmann to study “The Status and Effectiveness of Middle School Concept Implementation 
in Illinois.” This study focuses on measuring implementation practices of specific educational 
components associated with Middle School Concept in Illinois schools that serve middle grades 
students. Additionally, this study will correlate implementation of these practices to demographic 
factors and standardized academic performance outcomes that are available publically. 
 
Because you serve as a middle grades school principal, I am seeking your participation in this 
study. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, and your responses will be kept 
anonymous. I am seeking your opinion on your school, therefore, there are no correct answers. 
Completion of this survey will take approximately 15 minutes. There are minimal risks 
associated with this survey other than specifically identifying your school along with some of its 
characteristics and sharing information about your professional background. Any information 
that may identify you or your school will be kept confidential, and no specific schools or 
individuals will be identified. The benefits of this survey are to contribute to understanding the 
level of implementation of Middle School Concept in Illinois. If at any point you feel 
uncomfortable answering any questions you may refrain from answering them or withdraw from 
the survey. Participants may potentially benefit from critically thinking about their current 
school’s organizational practices while completing this survey. 
 
In general, we will not tell anyone any information about you. When this research is discussed or 
published, no one will know that you were in the study. However, laws and university rules 
might require us to disclose information about you. For example, if required by laws or 
University Policy, study information which identifies you and the consent form signed by you 
may be seen or copied by the following people or groups: a) The university committee and office 
that reviews and approves research studies, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and Office for 
Protection of Research Subjects, and b) University and state auditors, and Departments of the 
university responsible for oversight of research. 
 
Not completing this survey will have no negative impact on your relationship with the University 
of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, the Association for Illinois Middle Schools (AIMS), or the 
Illinois Principal’s Association (IPA). 
 
The results of this survey will be used for completion of a doctoral dissertation and may be 
disseminated through publications or presentations. Since all participants are anonymous, there 
will be no identifiers in any presentation of the results. Specifically the information provided in 
this survey about you and your school will not be presented in an identifiable manner. 
 
Any questions about this study can be directed to Dr. Donald G. Hackmann, Professor, 
Education Policy, Organization and Leadership, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, at 
217-333-0230 or dghack@illinois.edu or me, Scott Woods, at 217-722-XXXX or 
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scwoods@illinois.edu. You may also contact the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 
Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 or irb@illinois.edu. 
 
By clicking on the survey link and completing the survey, you are providing your consent for 
participation in this study. The survey will be available from Month XX, 2016 to Month XX, 
2016. 
 
By clicking on the box below, I provide consent to share my responses with Scott Woods and Dr. 
Donald G. Hackmann. 
 
[ ] Yes, I understand and agree to participate. 
[ ] No, I do not consent to participate. 
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EMAIL LETTER TO EXPERT REVIEW GROUP 
 
Dear [NAME], 
 
Because of your extensive experience working with middle grades schools in Illinois, I am 
asking that you please serve as an expert reviewer of an on-line survey that I am creating as part 
of my dissertation study at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign.  
 
The purpose of you reviewing this survey is to help validate the instrument and to help ensure 
that the questionnaire is easily understandable to others prior to me administering the survey to 
all middle school principals in Illinois later this spring. 
 
A copy of the survey may be reviewed online [insert link] or as a PDF or Word file that is 
attached to this email. Please complete the Middle School Concept Implementation Survey and 
answer the following questions: 
1. How long did it take you to complete the survey? 
2. Were the survey instructions clear? 
3. Were the survey questions clear? 
4. Was there any inaccurate or unclear wording? 
5. Were the response selections appropriate? 
6. Were there words or phrases that you think would be confusing to colleagues? 
7. As a middle level school specialist, would this survey make sense to middle level school 
administrators? 
8. Did the questions on the questionnaire reflect and measure signature components of 
Middle School Concept that are being considered in this study (interdisciplinary teaming, 
common planning time, and advisory)? 
9. Was there anything omitted from the survey that you think should be included? 
Feel free to use the PDF or Word copy to write directly on the survey any comments, questions, 
concerns or other feedback. Please email me your feedback by March 17, 2016 so that your input 
can be incorporated into the upcoming study. I would be happy to discuss my study with you 
directly and would appreciate any feedback or guidance you are willing to provide. Please 
contact me directly at 217-722-XXXX or scwoods@illinois.edu. 
Any questions about this study can be directed to Dr. Donald G. Hackmann, Professor, 
Education Policy, Organization and Leadership, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, at 
217-333-0230 or dghack@illinois.edu or me, Scott Woods, at 217-722-XXXX or 
scwoods@illinois.edu. You may also contact the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 
Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 or irb@illinois.edu. 
 
Sincerely, 
Scott Woods      Dr. Donald G. Hackmann 
Doctoral Candidate     Professor 
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EMAIL TO FORMER MIDDLE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL GROUP 
 
Dear [NAME], 
 
Because of your past experience as a middle school principal in Illinois, I am asking that you 
please serve as an expert reviewer of an on-line survey that I am creating as part of my 
dissertation study at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign.  
 
The purpose of you reviewing this survey is to help validate the instrument and to help ensure 
that the questionnaire is easily understandable to others prior to me administering the survey to 
all current middle school principals in Illinois later this spring. 
 
A copy of the survey may be reviewed online [insert link] or as a PDF file that is attached to this 
email. Please complete the Middle School Concept Implementation Survey and answer the 
following questions: 
1. How long did it take you to complete the survey? 
2. Were the survey instructions clear? 
3. Were the survey questions clear? 
4. Was there any inaccurate or unclear wording? 
5. Does the layout and organization make sense? 
6. Were the response selections appropriate? 
7. Were there words or phrases that you think would be confusing to colleagues? 
8. As a former middle level school principal, would this survey make sense to other middle 
level school administrators? 
9. Did the questions on the questionnaire reflect and measure signature components of 
Middle School Concept that are being considered in this study (interdisciplinary teaming, 
common planning time, and advisory)? 
10. Was there anything omitted from the survey that you think should be included? 
Feel free to use the PDF copy to write directly on the survey any comments, questions, concerns 
or other feedback. Please email me your feedback by XX so that your input can be incorporated 
into the upcoming study. I would be happy to discuss my study with you directly and would 
appreciate any feedback or guidance you are willing to provide. Please contact me directly at 
217-722-XXXX or swoods@usd116.org. 
 
Any questions about this study can be directed to Dr. Donald G. Hackmann, Professor, 
Education Policy, Organization and Leadership, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, at 
217-333-0230 or dghack@illinois.edu or me, Scott Woods, at 217-722-XXXX or 
scwoods@illinois.edu. You may also contact the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 
Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 or irb@illinois.edu. 
 
Sincerely, 
Scott Woods      Dr. Donald G. Hackmann 
Doctoral Candidate     Professor 
  189 
Appendix F 
 
Compilation of Respondent School Demographic Data, MSC Implementation Scores, and MSC Clusters 
 
School OEPP Grades 
Served 
% White % 
Black 
% 
Latino 
% 
Asian 
% 
Native 
Hawaiian 
% 
Amer 
Indian 
% 
Two or 
More 
Races 
% 
FRL 
PARCC Teaming 
(24 
points) 
Advisory 
(22 
points) 
Total 
(46 
points) 
MSC 
Cluster 
134 $16,054 678 88.2 0.7 5 3.3 0 0 2.8 1.3 69 20.3 0.0 20.3 3 
203 $11,676 5678 96.6 0 3.4 0 0 0 0 41.5 27.9 24.0 17.7 41.7 1 
271 $10,361 678 93.5 0.7 2.9 0 0 0 2.9 41 27.6 19.0 13.4 32.4 1 
352 $8,415 678 92.5 1.3 1.8 0.4 0 0.4 3.5 53.3 25.6 3.0 3.0 6.0 4 
384 $13,013 678 68.2 1.4 12.5 15.4 0 0 2.5 16.2 56.1 19.5 1.0 20.5 3 
434 $15,939 678 63.2 1.7 16 16.1 0 0 3 22.2 58 22.6 17.9 40.5 1 
472 $9,284 678 58.8 10.5 8.8 15.7 0 0 6.2 18.2 61.7 2.0 1.0 3.0 4 
760 $14,023 678 22 2.5 69.1 4.5 0 0 1.9 69.4 31.9 6.0 20.1 26.1 2 
809 $8,646 678 91.2 0 3.5 1.8 0 0 3.5 43.9 24.3 3.0 0.0 3.0 4 
886 $11,782 78 0 77.9 20.3 1.1 0 0 0.7 96.2 12.1 20.5 18.5 39.0 1 
988 $17,529 678 89.7 0.3 4.6 1.4 0 0.3 3.7 27.7 51.1 21.7 0.0 21.7 3 
1047 $12,540 678 33.3 45.8 13.2 3.1 0 1.3 3.3 62.3 16.6 22.8 NA NA NA 
1107 $8,986 78 96 0 2 0.5 0 0 1.5 55.3 31.3 4.0 NA NA NA 
1218 $14,186 78 44.8 28.9 22.3 1.3 0 0 2.8 48.8 30.8 NA NA NA NA 
1294 $15,945 678 73.2 7.6 7.9 9 0.1 0 2.1 10.8 42.7 24.0 2.0 26.0 3 
1350 $16,054 678 91.3 0 2.7 3 0.2 0.4 2.5 0.7 65.1 21.4 3.0 24.4 3 
1384 $8,262 678 95.2 0 1.9 0.4 0 0 2.6 44.1 35.5 18.9 3.0 21.9 3 
1397 $16,578 678 48.1 9.5 27.4 14.5 0.3 0 0.1 55.1 33.2 NA NA NA NA 
1531 $17,217 678 82.2 0.6 6.4 6.3 0 0.2 4.4 2.7 68.2 3.0 17.4 20.4 2 
1576 $11,053 678 66.2 4.1 4.7 22.5 0.2 0.1 2.3 6.5 64.5 21.3 14.3 35.5 1 
1639 $13,258 678 91.7 0.4 5.3 0.2 0 0 2.4 31.1 31.5 3.0 13.0 16.0 2 
1669 $9,398 78 66.1 12.1 18.2 0.2 0 0.3 3.1 62.8 24 NA NA NA NA 
1750 $9,508 678 95.5 2.3 0 0 0 2.3 0 63.6 12.8 18.4 0.0 18.4 3 
1794 $12,442 78 22 62.1 10.4 1.3 0 0.4 3.9 70.2 24.7 23.8 19.1 42.9 1 
1883 $16,382 5678 56 1.2 2.9 35.7 0.8 0.3 3.2 3.7 80.8 17.6 15.0 32.5 1 
1900 $12,961 78 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 52.6 21.8 16.1 1.0 17.1 3 
2013 $9,657 678 62.7 7.4 24.1 2.6 0 0.3 2.9 25.6 39 20.9 14.1 35.0 1 
2054 $8,417 678 68.7 5.2 3.8 19.2 0 0.2 2.8 9.9 53.9 19.6 NA NA NA 
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School OEPP Grades 
Served 
% White % 
Black 
% 
Latino 
% 
Asian 
% 
Native 
Hawaiian 
% 
Amer 
Indian 
% 
Two or 
More 
Races 
% 
FRL 
PARCC Teaming 
(24 
points) 
Advisory 
(22 
points) 
Total 
(46 
points) 
MSC 
Cluster 
2104 $10,206 5678 83.3 6 4.1 0.2 0 0.2 6.2 55.9 25.9 19.1 0.0 19.1 3 
2199 $9,004 78 95 2 1 0 0 0 2 27 33.3 19.1 14.4 33.4 1 
2209 $9,197 5678 94.2 0.3 2.6 1.3 0 0 1.6 38.5 37.7 4.0 2.0 6.0 4 
2327 $11,404 78 63 4.3 14.3 14.6 0 0.3 3.5 27.7 60.6 2.0 1.0 3.0 4 
2363 $16,190 678 88 1.3 7.1 1.7 0 0 2 9.6 51.3 22.6 19.0 41.6 1 
2417 $10,974 678 53.6 16.9 18.2 8.6 0 0 2.7 40.5 40 23.3 2.0 25.3 3 
2480 $11,404 78 5.5 6.2 83.1 2.1 0 1 2.1 88.3 20.3 20.9 1.0 21.9 3 
2482 $13,167 78 48.7 3.9 44.3 1 0 0.7 1.5 48.2 40 21.6 18.6 40.2 1 
2502 $16,190 678 82 2.4 11.8 2.9 0.5 0 0.3 15.5 49.1 19.7 18.7 38.4 1 
2554 $8,284 678 93.1 1 2 0 0 1 3 66.3 21.4 13.8 20.5 34.3 1 
2600 $15,613 678 85 0.6 8 3.1 0.2 0.2 2.9 12.4 55.4 23.8 3.0 26.8 3 
2624 $18,096 5678 93.8 0.5 4.1 1 0 0 0.5 36.6 48.4 NA NA NA NA 
2631 $8,629 5678 94 0.4 2.7 0.6 0 0.2 2.1 27.6 39.9 15.8 0.0 15.8 3 
2736 $15,378 678 3.5 1.9 91.1 2.4 0 0 1.1 95.7 25.5 20.1 16.4 36.5 1 
2832 $11,980 5678 83.2 0 12.4 0.9 0 0 3.5 14.6 52.3 22.6 13.5 36.1 1 
2850 $13,200 678 27.5 46.3 7.2 13.9 0 0.1 4.9 63 29.9 23.0 3.0 26.0 3 
2936 $13,523 5678 81.2 2 15.1 0.4 0 0 1.2 36.7 42.2 24.0 3.0 27.0 3 
2972 $10,397 678 94.3 0 0.4 0.8 0 0 4.6 40.2 43.8 23.6 0.0 23.6 3 
3058 $14,731 678 87.1 0.4 7.7 2.5 0 0 2.2 4.5 63.2 21.9 1.0 22.9 3 
3110 $8,010 678 90 1.9 2.4 2.4 0 0 3.3 59.5 21.6 2.0 1.0 3.0 4 
3116 $10,916 678 95.7 0.7 0.3 0 0 0.7 2.7 99.3 27.3 20.6 15.7 36.4 1 
3164 $12,908 678 66.2 7 14.1 8.9 0 0.3 3.4 26.4 52.5 20.9 0.0 20.9 3 
3169 $10,060 678 82.6 0.4 12.9 0.8 0 0.4 2.9 61.4 35.8 2.0 15.3 17.3 2 
3175 $12,206 678 20 7.7 48.1 21.9 0 0.3 1.9 67 31.6 4.0 15.0 19.0 2 
3204 $9,196 78 82.5 5.6 4.3 3.8 0 0.1 3.7 23.1 30.6 22.8 17.9 40.7 1 
3441 $13,412 678 68.9 3.9 13.3 10.5 0.1 0.2 3.1 23 54.8 21.3 17.1 38.3 1 
3528 $12,446 678 81.7 2 11.3 2.1 0.1 0 2.9 17.8 39.5 23.4 15.0 38.5 1 
3658 $9,657 678 62.7 6.9 14.9 10.4 0.2 0.5 4.3 15.9 56.4 24.0 2.0 26.0 3 
3742 $14,337 678 10 6.5 79.5 1.6 0 0.2 2.3 74.6 29.9 21.9 5.0 26.9 3 
3808 $12,953 678 31.4 0.9 64.9 0.9 1.2 0 0.7 67 21.7 23.1 0.0 23.1 3 
3826 $10,413 678 82.8 4.9 6.9 2.2 0 0.1 3.2 4.5 54.7 22.0 18.0 40.0 1 
3875 $8,852 678 96.3 1.6 1.6 0.5 0 0 0 46.3 18.2 21.3 0.0 21.3 3 
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School OEPP Grades 
Served 
% White % 
Black 
% 
Latino 
% 
Asian 
% 
Native 
Hawaiian 
% 
Amer 
Indian 
% 
Two or 
More 
Races 
% 
FRL 
PARCC Teaming 
(24 
points) 
Advisory 
(22 
points) 
Total 
(46 
points) 
MSC 
Cluster 
3954 $13,898 678 35.1 6.2 44.1 12.2 0.2 0 2.3 61.4 35.1 4.0 16.6 20.6 2 
3970 $13,503 78 84.7 1 10.3 1.3 0.1 0.1 2.3 19.8 50.6 16.6 0.0 16.6 3 
3978 $10,607 78 82 0.5 14.2 0 0.5 1.1 1.6 64.5 21.2 6.0 17.4 23.4 2 
4251 $9,657 678 57 6.8 27 4.5 0.3 0.4 4.1 34.5 44.6 23.4 0.0 23.4 3 
4303 $11,927 678 57.2 2.2 35.4 0 0 0 5.2 61.1 23.4 10.0 3.0 13.0 3 
4475 $9,126 78 95.9 0.5 2.3 0 0 0 1.4 50.7 21.6 18.1 0.0 18.1 3 
4541 $11,663 678 10 17.5 65.4 4 0.3 1.1 1.8 84.4 17.1 1.0 13.6 14.6 2 
4559 $13,200 678 40.5 33.4 9.8 8.9 0 0.4 6.9 64.4 26.1 22.6 18.0 40.6 1 
4570 $12,726 678 38.8 10.9 44.8 2.4 0 0.4 2.7 64.8 31.9 23.3 16.5 39.8 1 
4675 $10,286 678 52.4 5.8 36.4 0.7 0 0.1 4.7 56.6 16.6 18.1 1.0 19.1 3 
4687 $18,792 5678 57.4 8.8 17.6 12.7 0.5 0 2.9 40.2 52.3 22.8 17.0 39.8 1 
4867 $14,545 678 55.6 1.9 6.3 31.1 0.4 0.1 4.5 9 76.5 21.3 2.0 23.3 3 
4966 $11,456 678 98.6 0 0 0 0 0 1.4 50.7 13.7 3.0 0.0 3.0 4 
5184 $12,169 678 18.8 2.1 75.1 2.2 0.2 0 1.5 59.6 20.4 23.3 15.3 38.6 1 
5239 $10,854 78 84.1 1.3 11.9 0.9 0.1 0 1.6 15.1 41.1 4.0 18.4 22.4 2 
5399 $11,934 678 4.5 14 79.3 1.7 0 0.3 0.2 89.1 27 20.9 18.7 39.6 1 
5407 $10,663 678 80.6 0.8 9.7 5.2 0 0.1 3.5 11.4 51.4 23.8 15.1 38.9 1 
5420 $15,613 678 88.4 0 7.3 1.9 0 0 2.3 8.7 55.3 19.1 2.0 21.1 3 
5505 $8,442 678 91.7 1.3 2.6 1.7 0.7 0 2 66.3 27.9 23.6 20.4 44.0 1 
5524 $10,570 678 81.6 1.6 9.8 3.4 0.1 0 3.5 24 48.9 22.7 3.0 25.7 3 
5547 $13,291 678 66.7 2.1 20.1 8.9 0.2 0 1.9 31.5 52 23.6 20.2 43.9 1 
5641 $13,306 678 4.4 91.2 4.4 0 0 0 0 97.1 4.7 20.6 18.7 39.4 1 
5720 $15,394 678 15.9 1.8 78.5 2.2 0.4 0 1.2 83.8 19.4 22.9 17.5 40.3 1 
5722 $10,089 5678 83.4 2.1 9.9 1 0 0.1 3.4 39.2 23.7 21.3 4.5 25.8 3 
5748 $18,288 678 67.7 1 5.3 22.9 0 0 3.1 2.7 74.1 NA NA NA NA 
5766 $9,322 678 75.2 0.9 22 0 0 0 1.9 49.4 37.6 4.0 0.0 4.0 4 
5806 $9,427 678 75.8 1.9 11.3 5.8 0.1 0.1 4.9 17.5 43 22.9 16.5 39.4 1 
5815 $9,266 678 83.3 5.8 0.7 8.2 0.3 0 1.7 22.5 38.3 0.0 2.0 2.0 4 
5824 $14,466 678 20.5 13.1 52.6 11.4 0 0.5 2 76.8 27.2 3.0 18.2 21.2 2 
5861 $10,422 678 69.4 11.3 7.7 2.1 0.5 0.9 8.1 21.5 47.9 6.0 15.3 21.3 2 
5946 $12,176 5678 94.3 2.1 2.8 0 0 0.7 0 36.9 28 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 
5965 $12,669 678 79.9 0.8 16.4 1.4 0.1 0.1 1.3 42.3 37.6 20.5 3.0 23.5 3 
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School OEPP Grades 
Served 
% White % 
Black 
% 
Latino 
% 
Asian 
% 
Native 
Hawaiian 
% 
Amer 
Indian 
% 
Two or 
More 
Races 
% 
FRL 
PARCC Teaming 
(24 
points) 
Advisory 
(22 
points) 
Total 
(46 
points) 
MSC 
Cluster 
5996 $10,381 678 0.9 88.3 9.1 0 0 0 1.8 60.1 24.5 3.0 3.0 6.0 4 
6021 $13,482 678 98.1 0 0 0 0 0 1.9 64.8 10.2 4.0 3.0 7.0 4 
6034 $9,176 678 95.5 0.5 2 0 0 0 2 45.2 16.1 15.5 0.0 15.5 3 
6146 $9,935 678 88.5 1.7 4.5 2.3 0 0.2 2.8 21.2 39.2 23.4 18.4 41.8 1 
6179 $9,482 678 96.2 1 1.3 0.5 0.5 0 0.5 23.8 43.2 24.0 3.0 27.0 3 
6289 $9,284 678 59.5 11 5.3 15 0.3 2 6.8 17.2 55.7 2.0 2.0 4.0 4 
6294 $11,443 678 71.2 16 5.1 0.4 0.2 0.4 6.7 99.6 21.9 3.0 NA NA NA 
6295 $12,075 678 28.1 31.4 37.1 1.6 0.3 0.3 1.3 74.8 20.4 1.0 17.0 18.0 2 
6370 $14,150 678 49.2 20 18.7 2.6 0 0.3 9.1 37 49.2 19.3 13.5 32.7 1 
6499 $20,051 678 83.8 0.5 3.9 8.8 0 0 2.9 8.2 60.1 0.0 14.7 14.7 2 
6642 $16,190 678 52.4 1.5 41.2 3.3 0 0 1.5 40.6 35.7 6.0 16.0 22.0 2 
6645 $12,400 678 63.7 1 31.1 1.6 0.1 0.1 2.3 45.6 23.6 17.4 13.3 30.6 1 
6696 $12,287 78 73.6 6 12.2 6 0 0.2 1.9 16.7 42.7 1.0 3.0 4.0 4 
6887 $10,618 678 94.1 0.7 2.4 0.5 0.2 0 2.1 36.5 35.1 22.5 17.2 39.7 1 
7042 $9,278 678 96.5 0 1.1 0.7 0 0 1.8 65 21.9 3.0 19.0 22.0 2 
7135 $10,048 678 69.9 12.3 9.8 0.8 0.3 0.4 6.5 37.9 33.7 23.3 14.0 37.2 1 
7282 $10,216 678 93.6 1.2 3.5 0.9 0.3 0.3 0.3 49.7 45.4 21.9 0.0 21.9 3 
7318 $10,971 5678 89.6 0.4 4.5 1.5 0 1.1 3 26 48.6 NA NA NA NA 
7456 $8,935 5678 93.9 0.8 2.3 0.4 0 0 2.7 46.2 31.5 3.0 0.0 3.0 4 
7462 $9,284 678 51.5 9.4 27.9 4.8 0.1 1.1 5.2 40 32.5 22.3 0.0 22.3 3 
7511 $10,038 5678 90.2 1 2.7 3.2 0 0.5 2.4 13.9 38.8 22.7 20.2 42.9 1 
7610 $10,502 78 88.6 1 4.4 0.3 0 0 5.7 43.3 37.1 6.0 1.0 7.0 4 
7657 $11,924 67 69.4 3.8 12.9 10.6 0.2 0.7 2.3 17.6 41.3 22.3 14.5 36.7 1 
7697 $11,137 678 86.1 0.5 10.9 0 1.5 0 1 40.3 14.9 3.0 20.8 23.8 2 
7708 $9,767 789 83.4 8.9 1.7 0.8 0.1 0.1 5 56.4 28.8 22.1 17.5 39.6 1 
7781 $10,570 678 79.1 1.6 12.1 3.5 0 0.5 3.2 23.9 52.3 23.3 3.0 26.3 3 
7881 $10,855 678 95.5 1.5 2.2 0 0 0 0.7 47 19.5 NA NA NA NA 
7962 $8,030 5678 95.5 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.2 0.7 1.6 56.2 32.6 21.9 4.0 25.9 3 
8116 $12,334 678 15 6.7 74.7 1.5 0 0.2 1.9 65.9 15.1 14.6 13.0 27.6 1 
8186 $13,435 678 80.8 3.3 10.4 2 0 0.1 3.4 18.2 48.8 22.9 15.9 38.7 1 
8188 $13,744 678 81.1 3 8.7 5.4 0.4 0.1 1.3 12.1 62.5 23.3 4.0 27.3 3 
8388 $10,321 78 76.1 3.9 13.5 0.6 0 1.1 4.7 53.3 33.5 19.9 0.0 19.9 3 
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School OEPP Grades 
Served 
% White % 
Black 
% 
Latino 
% 
Asian 
% 
Native 
Hawaiian 
% 
Amer 
Indian 
% 
Two or 
More 
Races 
% 
FRL 
PARCC Teaming 
(24 
points) 
Advisory 
(22 
points) 
Total 
(46 
points) 
MSC 
Cluster 
8427 $15,378 5678 1.3 0.6 96.8 0.3 0.3 0.8 0 98.7 15.4 23.6 1.0 24.6 3 
8451 $9,989 78 58.3 3.3 25.8 0.7 0 0 11.9 70.2 23 6.0 16.5 22.5 2 
8583 $9,431 78 92.8 1.4 0 0 0 0 5.8 65.2 21.8 NA NA NA NA 
8584 $8,003 5678 93.5 0.8 1 1 0 0.3 3.4 15.9 38.7 16.2 2.0 18.2 3 
8644 $12,676 5678 74.7 2.5 19.6 0.4 0 0 2.8 54.4 28.8 16.5 4.0 20.5 3 
8805 $12,159 678 84.5 2.7 6.7 1.3 0.2 0.8 3.9 31.4 37.1 21.9 1.0 22.9 3 
8962 $13,258 678 80.1 2 14.7 1.4 0 0.1 1.7 22.8 55.7 23.3 14.5 37.8 1 
9008 $9,859 5678 91.1 1.4 3.1 1 0 0.3 3.1 15 52.2 21.5 14.6 36.1 1 
9051 $11,101 78 54.2 11.4 29.2 2.1 0 0.3 2.8 40.1 39.6 22.6 14.8 37.4 1 
9068 $14,722 678 64.5 0.4 3.1 28.4 0 0 3.6 4.9 75.8 22.3 2.0 24.3 3 
9072 $12,287 678 46 40.7 2.7 1.6 0 0 8.9 70.3 10.9 2.0 0.0 2.0 4 
9093 $8,904 678 91.3 0.7 0.2 1.4 1 0 5.3 40.5 33.6 19.9 0.0 19.9 3 
9161 $12,720 678 24.2 20.3 42.7 7.3 0 0.5 5.1 32.8 29 6.0 0.0 6.0 4 
9343 $10,548 78 50.5 28.1 17.5 1.1 0.2 0.4 2.2 65.1 15.3 21.9 17.4 39.3 1 
9373 $11,599 678 28.1 4.3 65.3 0.9 0 0 1.4 82 21.9 22.7 16.8 39.5 1 
9376 $7,576 5678 98 0 0.8 1.3 0 0 0 2.5 43.9 18.1 14.9 33.0 1 
9636 $10,872 5678 98.9 0.6 0 0 0 0 0.6 58.8 23 22.7 21.0 43.7 1 
9651 $11,089 678 36.4 28.6 30.4 2 0 0.3 2.3 35.9 36.9 20.5 1.0 21.5 3 
9674 $14,297 678 45.8 12.9 13.4 21.7 0.2 0.5 5.5 40.8 52.6 23.1 12.6 35.7 1 
9798 $9,702 678 84.1 5 6.8 0.3 0 0.6 3.2 32.9 30 16.9 0.0 16.9 3 
9829 $12,190 678 39.7 2.3 49.4 5.6 0.3 0.3 2.5 60.5 29.3 6.0 16.7 22.7 2 
9830 $20,615 678 83 1.1 2.5 12.2 0 0 1.1 3.2 77.4 20.4 15.1 35.5 1 
9838 $11,707 678 50.4 7.2 26.1 11.8 0.2 0.3 4.1 33.1 45.6 23.1 17.3 40.3 1 
9906 $13,258 678 78.4 1.3 10.7 7.3 0 0.5 1.7 21.1 60.6 20.3 0.0 20.3 3 
9970 $8,878 5678 95.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 3 73.6 17.4 22.1 0.0 22.1 3 
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Appendix G 
 
Illinois’ School to Watch (StW) Schools Compared to State 
 
 
School Percent Low-
Income 
Percent White Enrollmenta 2015 Composite 
PARCC 
State Mean 54.2 49.3 - 33 
StW Meanb 43.7 56.2 - 40.5 
StW Meanc (weighted) 30.9 62.7 - 46.4 
School 1 (CPS, K-8) 99 0 161 9.7 
School 2  (CPS, PK-8) 98.7 1.6 276 18.7 
School 3 (CPS, PK-8) 98.2 0.3 231 19.7 
School 4 (CPS, PK-8) 98.1 0.6 331 23 
School 5 (CPS, 6-8) 94.1 3.4 387 25.5 
School 6 76.3 28 817 21.9 
School 7 62.6 96.2 286 36.4 
School 8 57.3 88 801 28.3 
School 9 53.1 39.3 657 30.4 
School 10 48.8 44.8 398 30.8 
School 11 45.6 96.1 63 30.7 
School 12 39.1 94.3 261 43.8 
School 13 26.5 66.5 865 48.6 
School 14 24.4 50.3 1,052 58.1 
School 15 23.8 47.2 825 55.3 
School 16 21 52.3 329 54.5 
School 17 20.5 98.1 370 43.2 
School 18 18 80.8 1,077 39.5 
School 19 12.6 81.4 1,471 48.8 
School 20 9.1 83.9 832 55.4 
School 21 6.7 58.5 951 66.8 
School 22 5.4 85 974 62.9 
School 23 5.2 83.6 891 54.7 
School 24 5.1 68.9 1,179 64.5 
Note. aEnrollment adjusted for K-8 and PK-8 schools to reflect only students enrolled in grades 5-8. bRepresents 
the sum of all StW schools divided by the total number of StW schools. cRepresents the mean as a reflection of 
actual enrollment. 
 
